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ABSTRACT

The role of statewide coordinating/governing agencies
in the program review and approval process has grown steadily. It
would seem expedient for those involved in the process of state level
program review to share ideas, experiences, and concepts of the
review process in order to better understand *+he process itself and
to explore possibilities for further development and refinement of
their own agencies' procedures. This survey attempts to facilitate
the information exchange by the various state agencies in this
important area. In January 1975 requests were made to the 50 state
coordinating agencies which are members of the State Higher Education
Executive Officers (SHEEO) organization for copies of their policies
and procedures for program review. For the purpose of analysis, the
review procedures utilized by the various states have been divided
into two major sections: (1) review of new and expanded programs and
(2) the review of existing programs. (Author/K.)
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FORFWORD

A recent report eatitled the Staies and draduate Education by a
Task Force on Graduate Education of the Education Commission of
States (FCS) noted that state level program review is in Man carly
state of tae art" and that..."it will be important to exchance ideas
amt concepts in order Lo ¢:tablish a procedure Ilur prograun rvvicwi
that is uniform for national comparisons and vet adaptable to unigue
statewide situations". While the need for national standards way be
Jebatable there would scem to be considerable value in an exchange
of idcas and concepls regarding program review amone Uhe various
states. This rcport is intended to scrve as a vehicle lor the en-
change of ideas and concepts.
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A SURVEY AND ANALYSIS OF STATE-LEVEL PROGRAM REVIEW IN HIGHER LDUCATION

I, Introduction

It is perhaps axiomatic that few issues are more sensitive to higher
education than that of state-level program review and approval. The
idea that foutsiders", "statc bureaucrats", or "reprcsentatives of a
political eunvironment'" might meddle in academic affairs probably tran-
scends all of the other administrative and coordinative issucs relating
to statewide coordination of higher education. The principle of "peer
evaluation and review" in academe appears to be as well established ar
the skepticism of program review by almost anyonc elsc outside Academw.

Despite these long entrenched institutional values favoring autonomy,
Lthe role of statewide coordinating/governing agencics in the program
review and approval process has been growing steadily. The development
of the program review function has parallelled the development of the
agencies themselves. Like the agencies, the program review function

has cmerged from relative obscurity to an important role in the co-
ordination and planning of higher education. Some degree of program
review was cxcrcised by the carly coordinating agencies primarily in
relation to the budgetary process. As the number .of.agincies increased
and their role in the decision making process evolved from voluntary
through advisory then regulatory responsibilities, and in some instances,
to governing authority, the function of program review has become
commonplace. At the present time about forty-four state agencies have
statutory responsibility for the review of academic programs. Eight of
these agencies have only authority to make recommendations regarding the
programs reviewed. The other thirty six agencics have actual approval

responsibility. 1A addition to these states with stututory responsibility,
scveral other agencics conduct reviews as 4 matter of agency policy.

That this furction should” increasingly fall upon the coordinating
agencies is based on the conclusions apparently reached in many states
"that neither the organs of statce government nor (he institutions of
higher education are capable of conducting finely balanced assessments
involved in program review, the former because the issues are too complex
for non-professionals to handle and the latter because their own self-
interest often inhibits their objectivity".

Given this growth in the responsibilities of state-wide coordinating
agencies for program review, it is perhaps inevitable that considerable
interest will be drawn to this arca from both within and outside of the
educational community. It would scem expedient for those involved in
the process of state level program review to share ideas, experiences
and concepts of the review process in order to better understand the
process itself and to explore possibilitics for further development and
refinement of their own agencies' procedures. It is hoped that this
survey will be instrumental in the facilitation of information exchange
by the various state agencics in this important arca.

: o
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In January, 1975 roquests were made to the fiftv state coordinat ing
agencies which are members of the State Higher Education Exccutive
Officers (SUEEO) orsanization for copice of their policics and pro-
cedures for program review. A follow-up letter was later sent to
states which had not responded to the initial request,  All total

forty respouses were received trom the SHEEO agencics.  In addition
to those agencics providing the requested information, eight agencics
indicated that they had no procedures for program review or were in the
process of developing such procedures and could not respond to our re-
quest at this time,

A preliminary analysis of the survey shows that while the program

revicw function has not greatly changed in the major criteria utilized
(1.0, nced, consistency with mission, cost, resourcesg) thy cegquired
docimentation has steadily become more comprchensive and sepnisticated,
tor the purposes of analysis the review procedures utilized by the
various states have been divided into two major scections: (1) Review
of new and cxpanded programs; and (2) the review of existing programs.
This division has been chosen primarily because of important ditfc rences
between tne two and the more scnsitive nature of he latter,

Berdnhlj and Clenny (ot, al.)"l have identified three key aspects of
program review: (l) the determination of the programs to be revicwed;
(2) the criteria to be used in judging these programs; and (3) the
mechanism or process of review. ‘These same three aspects will be
analyzed here with respect to both new and visting programs.

TI. Review of New and Expanded Programs

A. Programs Lo be Reviewed
-
Most of the procedures adopted by the various states begin with a defini-
tion of the programs to be reviewed. These definitions gencrally set
the parameters of the review process with respect to a given agency and
are usually bascd upon the agencics legal authority in this area.

The following definitions arc typical of the definition statements:
Cxample #1 (Rhode Island)

"Reasonable and moderate extensions or alterations of
existing programs do not require board approval, but
should come to the attention of the board as an informa-
tion item. The following programs are subject to review
by the Board of Regents:

l. Any new program of instruction, excluding
individual courses.

2. The proposal for any new department, division,
school or college.

3. Any operation funded from external sources requiring
a commitment of state resources which offers a pro-
gram of instruction that requires an excess of
$200,00C in external funds and/or which cntails a
time commitment of longer than two years,"

: 6
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(Arkansas)

"the Act established that Programs to be evaluated by
the board should include:

s..establishment of a college, school, division, institutc,
department, new enrricular or majors teading to a new degree
program, cxtension service, or other unit not presently
included in the program of the institution. The Lerm docs
not include reasonable and moderate extensions as defined

by the board, of cxisting curricular, resecarch or public
scrvice programs which have a dircet relationship to
existing programs ..,."

Example #3 (Teanessee)

"All new academic programs should be submitted to the
Conmission for review. A new program is considered to

e a new major which leads to a certificate or degree

at a level or in a field not hitherto offered by the
institution. A new program may involve the addition of
courses to a curriculum, or it may consist enlirely of
existing courses packaged in a manner which constitutes a
new major. If an institution desires merely to add an
additional option or arca of cmphasis within an existing
major and certificate or degree, this would not require
commission action. New credit certificate programs should
be approved by the commission. Normally, a certificate pro-
gram which requires approval is one which requires completion
of a prescribed sct of degree credit courses.  The awarding of
a certificate for continning education or non-college credit
work does not require commission action.

All new degrees should be submitied for review and action

by the Commission. 1f an institution desirves to chanpe the
type of degree or certificate which it offers, or add anot'ier
degree or certificate at the same level currently offered,
for an cxisting major, this should be submitted to the
Commission for recview. TFor example, if Institution A offers
a Master of Scicnce degree in Accounting and also desires

to award a Master of Business Administration degree in
Accounting, then Tnstitution A should scek the approval of
the Commission.

Changes in cxisting programs or titles should be submitted
for action if the change represents a significant variation
in the curricular program. For cxample, if Institution B
offers a Bachclor of Scicence in Botany and & Bachelor of
Science in Zoology and desires to consolidate them into a
Bachelor of Science in General Biology, then Institution B
should request the approval of the Commission. Changes of

a less substantial nature which do not materially affect rhe

nature of the program nced not be submitted for the Conmission's

action, but should be reported to the Commission for infornui-
tion only. When an institution discontinuos a program or
degree or certificate, the Commission should be informed of
this, but action by the Commission is not requiied.

: 7
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Example #4 (Virginia)

"For the purposc of cvaluation, a degree program is defined

as an area of specialization (major) for which recognition

is intended to be given by the conferring of a degree.  The
following factors will be takcn into consideration in identify-
ing a degree program;

1. Program Nomenclature: The title by which the
area of specialization is identified.

2. Program Classification Codec: The code mumber
under which degrees conferred are reported on the
U.5,0.E, HUEGLS Survey, Form 2300-2.1.

3. Dbegree Level: The levels of the degree awarded...."

°
Example #5 (Washington)

"Program: A scries of prescribed courses, rescarch seminars
and other related activitics in a major ficld of concentra-
tion which results in the awarding of a degrec. When 'program'
is referred to in subsequent documents concerning the under-
graduate level, the term shall apply to only "those programs
which require a substantial adjustment of staff and resources.™

B. Criteria for Review (See Figure One)

Seven major criteria commonly included in the program review procedurces

of the various state coordinating agencies can be identified. These

seven common criteria are: 1) Program description; 2) purposcs and
objectives; 3) need analysis; 4) cost analysis; 5) resource analysis;

6) program accreditation; and 7) availability of adequate student financial
aid. (Note: The degree of specificity of the required response to each
component varies considerably between the states.)

1. Program Description. Usually the first required criteria of program
review is a description of the progra.m vcing proposed. This could range
from a simple catalog-type statement to a cdmprehensive, well-documented
report including the entire proposed and related curriculum, prerequisites,
credits, method of instruction, degree(s) to be granted and courses taught
by related departments.,

2. Purposes and Objectives. While the degree of detail required in this
area varies, it generally consists of a statement of what the proposed
program is intended to achieve and the degree of consistency with the
institutional (or other unit) mission and the state master plan (if one
exists).

3. Need Analysis. This section in most states is a justification for
the proposed program generally concerned with: the nced for the program
at the institution and within the state; the demand or student interest
in the program; the likely projected enrollment; the relationship to
manpower necds; the opportunities for employment; the likelihood of un-~
necessary duplication with similar programs at other public or private
institutions within the state and attempts to establish cooperative
arrangements with other institutions. 8




.

FIGURE ON&

B b ooy '
el & oot G
. — 4 t
- 3
T
L - YQ 4 ~ L B ]
-t |
" B
1 2L
L owm
£ o |
| £ &l
5w 33
b 9 <
4
a o e
“ (POIBOPTUT FT owil) .
° dd S0 w | = 5
9 [eaoadde-qsog
J
T — RSBNIR SO U SNV DIV SR S I —_
el . . ><
o 1eaoadde-~-oxg v i Rl ] x| =
@
'
E oo o
L S SpaoN VoA > o Jj —
o o ® snje3g 2 s < AR RS | = )
& & . o1qe3owry, PRl I ~ ~ =
2 i > R
._,',G 8 2 i uoIjeIISTUTWPY A < < o .
ol 55 SOTITTION | 14 S v | = A R 3 RV
o S) ';3‘ ) TeuoTjeonpy | 4 W TR R TR o 3 ) {
D .~ * 3 . -“ L3 o Iy "
2l &3 33e3s/Karnoey [ < [ZV = R 1= R Rl Rl R : gl
g swei3oxy porwyoy| el I ol = ><. ._-__:C Y ol N0 Bo)
2 w spung jo ooanog [ B I P HIRTHRRT = ol -
) o .‘_,: 3800 ° [O,‘[d *ax *ON [ O |~1 ~r <t wn 4-(") \O oo .-1{1_ -_‘\;" .._.\1_
O B uotIBOO1RVY | b ] o S B !
t 3 -~
Sl $350) 100ATpU] < IIREE ool I —;-r .
‘. < §3S0)) 100ATq | 4 2 S | e P BT I __:f ° 1
5 | ~doog/* pdng | = e R << Oy RTRTRT= T T
T oo 4 10410| - T o 2 o - e ' -z =
295 “addo/zomoduny | e | ¥ s¢ [ R TR a0l Roll Nal RARaN Mk Mgl Mol |
s F | putwogq juopnig | e PR S =T R R = T = ol e
< 5; POON O3e3g-uyl | v W - R IS 5;‘-»-'2- .
::‘, T Ty T 1010 =3 = 7
'53 o 2! WOTSST *7Suf . < | o 0 BUR RO B el = | = Pw
< Sv o /n £douoastsuoy| N o
€O )
~EeS uLyy I07ISUN e e s v e | = RS
£ 35 /B Kduogsisuon | L - ]
g uoradi tasoq| < o RS R ; e < P igll s
E - coxdoq | = i AxI=1 1= 1 R AR N
@ o —~= 1 e e e S - »
‘:09; | *a3suyl jo poyzon ~<
oH | atpoan| & e = - >
A @ ! so31synboxoayg . > "R s S w .
A I UnInatIIng 3ISTT| ol EYRVEe < s ] | %[ o | =
: £«T e S
) L] or —
- ~ oo —
oo v Q. o -
* -~ D] [J] *'j 4 [a] U 0 ~~
Q{ Q i QO Al - »-\:::
"5 3 | < Kk .
e o 0y
S DA ~dle| |2lzl=183 2 2l=2]z
e ! @ 5 o S 1 = e R = e R R
el < O~ Ry
[ N ) -
5
cu
», (8] ~~
s 1Eleit]elalslSla |4
L‘ v
" S Elg B & (2Bl g RS e |
) Wl 8l Q 5 e .§; ¢ lal al wl s . RYEN R @
Y~ N 9 4 '3 :{,’ e R =i et — o) o " : i ] g =
EMC nl 4 =]y 3 « SlStI&lImlel s ° b 5 3 g
alaia e o




.
3 wd & ol oy
- et | E
- 3 g
a dw 5
g Q- ro o< <
—~ g 9 9
<Y o
S 3 4
R R | -
< own
- .
5 ATy
P 851
2o rr-u‘ ]
31793
i
v g &
- ’ =
l(poaeotpur 31 wwr3) H .
£ ’ 1racadde-31s0 S “
) o~
° Nt
N B I A B e O O N
g 3
: Ly
© ) Ele) < be
; 1eaoxdde-oxd
»* | Q
“’ | <
v 1 T
1 e
‘(g -S g ' P . xR
a8 O SPaoN 7 B . w | MR
v O snieas| % | # o | =
sl < orqesowyy| ¥ | % Ve 4 5
. - - - L — - -
: ; ] >
3 5.2 uoryeaysTUTNPY | = | K | :
S-S SOTITITARY | 4 | | Y | oe o e o
5 23 feuoryeonpy| 4 | ~ x|~ e e =
A3 L) N . N
2l 24 jyeag/Matnoeg | T A A : Y EEY o =
'-Ja . sweadoxd pojvyay Nl e o +Z 5 B¢ e o s
:é T e spung jo vdanog| [ X = 3;,\::.; 3%
i u 3s0) *foag <ax -~oN| ~ [t N | S rwe
CRE - uotgeooTrOY |
e & §3s0) J2d2atpur| W | X R 5 P > N
3 = s3s0) 1o0a1q | R [ % A i N P o
anr *doop/etdng | # [~ o e =
3 @ aoqao| T ol x
o 3 A [o18 e — s
2 g9 *addo/aomodue | o = . 5 e o
el “5 purwogq 3udpnig |~ [TX | = < | e i e o
2 & PodN OjeBIS-uf _:/: = S
Al e - a0 T 2 S
L : > >
& s A uolssTR *asur | .. | o < | | =
o 8",? o /% Adudasisuu)
— gm‘ 5 ueyd I103sey vl s
o /8 A_aua:)_:?jsuo() - ] ‘ _ — -
r'—"t‘- uotidradsag| R [ X A B > -
;2 ! 20390 | e | se >< 2 t T VR
‘E‘:,TT *13SUl 3O poiyoN (o] =
o ‘ ATPILD | i - ) .x: :x:
& o i so31synboxoag| < . v ,4
2 . " N
a J unindyIINg ISTI| e | e SR I oK
T‘_
—_
o |
L]
9 5 2 Q @ ro
S ol P
83|
- 2l w - - -
) 8 5 o : /l — - —
t—'-: ~ P < < mf «a < <
o wt:“ n - ~ - e —
3 _‘8 =~ —_ ) ~ ° sa)
o L{\T n b - — > o]
2 o2 ) Ta | & o [ gl 9
S o | 8 g | 3 clolA o = 13 a o
B Sl 8191 4 3 c|lw 9 | 3
- o ol 3 Ut b0 0 0 o bt P - po!
;ﬁ w ] 9 o o —t o] o | a s « .
p) &) 23 . o o e b b y o -
. . o IS} ~ [#] > - e pre n [o] 2 2
b @ A IR B I T - I Al - ! g sl 2
“ERIC Sl AlZ1E1 41814 ]dl4] &
i) . ) .A.J . . e




o Py ‘ i o : ' PIUTSIT )
BT T
FERY do : R vy ; i i -
REC 20T N XXX Kix g X X _r ok i b — ?.T sl I xd (g 1Y * uoagurysey
: | S i ! . -
: N 1N VoL LT
rX NN ojmox XX XN K] NN [y X 11V eTuIsaTy
1 N H e "
: v ' ME
. ; P I ~ | i oz
.. j AREEERER S { (e
: ) ,. P m n .
m P : |
! t * 1} ] . _
X X . X[XIX ] ¥ix XXX Ly.__ N_x..,w XN [ x XN Xy 1Y sPX]
! H i { - l
X X | x! XIx koxioxfe RN N | X Xy _ X TI¥Y | osssauuay
RN ] ;
' HE . ' } : 'I0%¥»q yanos
T T ” *
X X |X| ¥ X KN XxXier b X )N X! XX Y X X|X 11V eulroaes yinog
2 : i
: i T i
., X XX KIX| X ﬂx NN X .f:.. NiX X ,_ 11v vcmawu opouy
X ! NIX N V‘_V. SIX NIXIN[NINKX X X ~. Bl B D ¢ @ mm,.mcn..»m.mmcuum
' .
! XX o ¥ (X “ | 1S5 uog319
kx| | |s x| x[x X ! ewoyeTio
X X X [< 3 NN L IN NN <l X —a o
. : NN : BN s R 3H0)
. Cadoyl L] (S IR NPT RIERS SNl % 17§ |
. P oo : dummmw yazon
d ] . m H ;
) N T +
("age) X _ _ Xxfxlx x| x | ~ 11V euT{oE) Yyazon
! ' i
(*3de) et T oervded Ioladois e T
X X X /7 NOMLXr o NUXING XN RIX X| X _ XXX 11V Ahc AR
. e . ! i
= = 2 T rm o ez e LS > T 3e33
~0 , v g2 mnlmwmn.ow,.‘\m.Nan..w....m‘,wm%m..ﬁ..lm;.vqo;aoMMMH%A—Umumuavru.u.v" 93®IS
L7 (o4 2 £ 3 3cce~Cc. gy TFI3c 1 Tz aYre0aa 19A9] ¥3a3ag
e ' [« e} I.T.JDUJ IT.O[ndPSOSSSSDdH.D.JQ 1
= = ©u C Il ol ARt e e I I R N s B O P - 1 C =0
E ) ] n P AR s Zo-ow e T N, T a0
= 3 T ek A SN0 IS G0 R ook cc
[ ol ee ~ Pty e 0 N [e] [N BN ¢ Yo} - [N =0 e o] [
- I O, oIy o2 - o Bsogglee & oon
< < [ T e I ] N D03 o2 N 0 - 0l0 P o
< 5 f =B 0 =3 SO T E 0D ad w3 -0 e
=8 — e mPR o3 B < 5 g - 3 0
e TR - r =& o= € 7 @ - —{
e [ A, n . o, 3~ ~ ad c
o 3¢ Q "~ 3
& | o .
e @ _
. _ | *
| ) ’ ~ Surpung| T i - N B T ll!*ll
PIV 3u9pnag: o3enbapy | ,o./wuua.mno
Oud"umvomuw. 3o 3o uorjey m w.mmnhﬂmﬂ#u w.wwhaﬁ.rﬁﬂm mww.ﬂaﬁ.vﬁw pue CO‘.ndnm.muumOQ | * Cm
37171587 TRAY | JUDWISe]S UOTIBRTBAY | -TPOI™OY. d2INOSHY | 3sc) | poaon _ sasodang| weadoag i O— i
“ - — e = e _ !!'I!i\w. -_— - .Ifu i L Evm
nosSwrIdoxg s 7o ncTASy SN ool vonmaoyng ! (*3U0d IANO IUSAOIT




S R ————————
*SuoTIN]TISUT o3eatad pue oryqnd Supniouy (/i
*2933e] 943 L{uo SuoOT N3IFIsuy adeajad ‘oansuasy] pue Jujuueid 103 jeaoxadde ¥99S Isnw SUOTINITISUT O11Qnd (6],

*A2aans 03 osuodssa ut papyAaoad jJou axdM BIIAITAOD OTFTIONAS Inq MOTADI 1] sanpasoxd © SBY BIONBG LIAM (CI;
*{sweadcad

03 {vOnIITP ST uwdOTUM ~anponoad e sosn »ILTEaT,, IS¢
* 130 BYSRIQON JO AL3TSAATUL (E1)
*(suorInaTIsur a3vAaTad Jo 3aed SU3 LO AIBIUNTOA ST STY] SIDUEZSUL JWOS UT) SUOTINITISUT 232ATId SHPr{oUL” (Z3
uo sweaload ozenpead o3 sidde pur yeuorizdo ~av BILIFTID ISIUL !
*1eacadde teuorzeaddo ‘yeaoadde weaload ‘ueyd ¢ aucsur  :ssadoad oge3ls 9°Iuy3 B OSTH
*$3anpod0ad mo1Ad1 wexdoad Gutdoisaop Jc ssIooad cul ul ST Juowad
*$D2IN0S~I PUE JIBIS

Iow JTUGNS IS mEnuwoua 1exonsoQ (g,
‘@ ‘) o‘e et
1P2A91 922a80p udPd 153 BTIXJL1IXD o3eavdes aae axayl ‘adasdmoy ‘swueasead (e o3 - 2I3U28 mﬁmaa POICTT BILITI) ()
cXIu0 19AD7 X8 p "zpoaneiesdeq (2,
*SIUPAINSUVD wo $ILINP pum €. "2OTIII[B3 I
2QTI5S3p S2aINPRdCI- #9TADX wezfoad 1¥ayl yo 3zed 2311 B puB SIUTITASUCD JO SN SATSUIIXI IOYIEI SIHT AISIAL 10N 1.y
*padoiaadp futeg Lijvozany (g,
‘wex3oad 10y posu pue 3TFIU2Q-3SO0> ‘uoTles>TTdnp pojueIrEMUNn ‘UOTSSTI  :IPNTOUT BIADITID
JudSd31d °"UOFIBDLITIATIO PuUB [TLIOP PISEIIDUT SPNTOUT 03 POSTADI 3uTraq {13uUd3and> ST ssadoad A3TADI BIOSTULT: U (C)
*sueadoad y3zjeay mau 103 oanpasoad a3eaedas . +)
*S373T10Tad TRUCTINITISUT pue 2323S JO Suryuza e saxtnbay (¢)
*POITIEBIOP d30W L71qTIPISJO0D ST
11 °seyd °9ATSUdyPadwod 230U INg JUIIUT JO I9339] T 03 IBTTWIS ST 1 aseyg °*mataca <eadoad jo ssoodoad vseud ~m3 @ sBy ()
*(~3Tnoe3y jo 2udwiurodde 99s) 124> 1IN 3ISATI Sr3eas [euorstAcad oaey sweafoad moy (T

(w1

wcﬂumaxm uo uoy¥Ioas ufl uoridiaosop ocs) orqel STYI ur Judssade

0 sjusu3sn{pe e juelsqns Surjudsoxdax j; pue g Op SP UOTITMIOI AT LATSUDLKD
1 q L pue g op

*ADUNET Jeul JO SIUAWOIELIS paTidwT 10 possaxadxa L1ed1IToads IDYITE WOAI PILTRISL

uorlBWIOoFUT uodn paseq ssad0ad #o37adx wradexad £3IT UT SIZFITIN O3IBIS OSTFToads B UDTYA SHTA0BIILD 4SOy SIITLTIPUT X,

— b — — T 8 ! -
‘ n i _ I FUTL.. - ¥
SR ; -
(*3doj (3do) [ el i ' -
e .. - » . - - o oo - » ~ - - L “* . rew L Tl )
X X X SN NNNYNIv oy xRNy Ny x| x /9y TV uis2onsin
N - Szu=0 a o = a3LoTUT 3 caeag
e Fam Loagi i s s LR ERSams 2o @ @R YR PRATITNT 3T cegas
e a RE3 Fece sy el el =353 9% 000 [oad] ooxfar |
=5 a : ecf8 P CI e YO0 R0 0N AR -
E . I VIR <S o S =B e N et Cle M CL R (T et e S S e D —— e A ——— = = o ———
) - n e Bebe o~ 2T D0 N E3E, w00 r”" e O
o - [>T N e N TR -9 e ONn 'y Qe cn o cc
g M 1= T e O~ 2 £~ 00 a} o =0 0~3 [« [ nlia ]
1 Py %530 Xl B <0 ~ = gl A& 0o
e 8 £ 2 E e BRI S5 m 50 =olo e ol
= < e c 0 O O T 2 e - 0w <3 [l T 0
£Es & o ~%, €3 A n < Ed -~ .35 3 oc b
= | o S Iad "3t o< ) n 0
- _ =3 [ F=N 7] . £ S~ ~ > [ =4
& 3lo o " 3
* _ 0 [«) .
®
~ '
& o
.- o —————— o’ —_— e ! —
Sutpunyg ‘ B -
IV 3uopn3g. o3enboapy _ “aatT310 (a0
saenbapy jo jo uoTael . STISATRUY [ SsISATouy | cisAreuy Pue  juoradtaossaq * (@) :
. . 13dt R
VI1IaPTIRAY Juswaleds|  uoTIER(BAY | -TPOIdVY  23Inosoy 3503 paoy; sancdrng! weatoag >l
e _vvo:.! e e e - - e = 4 - Sy e = - — I Evm
T ("3uC2 O T

2 StRIIoIg M IO MOTASY 0T DY LT aFR O cr otug




9. Cost Analysis. This scection generally establishes the dircet,
indirect, incremental and veallocated costs ol the proposcd program Lor
a given period of years rancing from two to six years and the source(s)
from which funding is anticipated.

5. Resource Mnalysis. The vord "resource™ is uwd here in the broad
sense to include all the nesessary resourcosn, humen oi othomeige, that
arc nceded to support the proposed program.  Some state ageneies ro-
quest a complete faculty vitae while others are concerned vnly wit'y the
number of individuals involved (o,g., FIF. Craduate Assistants, support
staff). A number of states require information on cquepment, library
resources ond facilities. Soveral states voguire specitic tnformation
on the administrative requirements ol (.. proposad program.

o. JMccreditation., ‘The accreditation requirement can ran,e trom a
simple statement regarding who, if anyone, accredits the proposed
program(s) to a detailed listing of the accreditation requircements,
the present accreditation status (in the case of related or expanded
programs); what resources or comniiment is nceded in order to achicve
accreditation; and a timetable for mecting the various requircments,

A few states also require tiut programs meci standards of quality such
as the guidclines of the National Graduate Council.

7. Financial Aid. A few states reguire evidence of the availabilicy
of adequate financial aid for students primarily in graduate programs.

Use of Formulas

In some states, these various components requirc the application of
specific formulas. Missouri, for cxample, makes specific reference to
the "Clapp-Jordan formula" for determinirg institutional surpluscs or
deficiencies in library holdings and doctoral faculty teaching toads
"not exceeding two or three courscs per term',  in other states, only

- general statement is vequested in resnons: to these various components
althiough the institutions could conciovahtv rocpord asing tormuias o)
their own choosiag,

C. Mechanism of Review

There seems to be an almost limitless number of alternate mechanisms and
processes for reviewing programs. These mechanisms range from simple
single-step procedures (institution to the board) to elaborate multi-
phase arrangements which may be intimately related to the entire state-
wide master planning process. While there is no consensus as to the
componer..: »f the review process, a typical approach might look 1ike

the following:

1. Intra-institutional Approval
a) Originating unit idcntifiog a nced
b) TFeasibility of the program is studicd

¢) Proposal is developed

ERIC - B
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d)  Proposal is presented to curriculum counitt oo

<) Proposal is recommended by committee to the  wdudnisir o ion

1Y Administration reviews proposal
£) Administration submits proposal to institutional board (it anvy
Inter-institutional Approval

a) Institutional administration submits the proposal to an
inter-institutional committee (or to the coordinating staff
whtich may refer LIt to an intev-institutional conmitte." .

b) Committee reviews and makes recommendations icher to th
coordinating ageacy staff or directly to the board.

Coordinating Acency Staff Review

a) In a numher of states the institulions are requirved Lo submit
a "letter of intent" Lo the coordinating agency at - carly
stage of the program development process.

In a number of states outside consultants review the proposal
and make recommendations (they are usually sclected jointly
by the board staff and the institution).

Coordinating agency staff revicws the proposials and the
process it has followed, primirily for procedural verifica-
tion, and prepares a recommendation for the board.

Coordinating Board Review

a) The coordinating board reviews the reccommendations of:
1) the inter-institutiounal committee; 2) consultants (if any)
and 3) the board staff.

b) The coordinating board approves or disapproves (recommends
Oor nobL recommends) the program,

Post Approval Process

a) In a few states, there is a post-cvaluation of the program
after so many ycars or after one full program cycle has
been completed.  In states where Lhoere is a post-cvaluation
process the criteria of evaluation wag penerally determined
by the institution proposing the program as a part of the
approval process.

In a few states, such as Idaho, the review process is divided
into two phases. Phase I data is [or planning, purposes.
After a carcful review of thig phase by the division of
Postsecondary Educat.ion Curriculum Planning of the Office

of the State Board of Education and the Academic Vice
Presidents’ Cnrriculum Committece, the institution nay

present the Phase 1 plan o the State Board ol Educat.ion

for approval,
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If the State Board of Education (Fdaho) approves the Phase |
plan, the institution may procced with the more detailed
Phase II guidelines. The Phase LI proposal i: reviewed

by the Curriculum Committee, The Presidents' Council and
the Division of Curriculum Plamning before submission to

the State Board of Fducation. Approval by the Board of
Phase 1T would signify approval ot the preposcd program.
Approval of Phase I does not necessarily insure approval

oLl Phase I1.

Georgia utilizes a similar process for graduate programs
which is divided into three stages: 1) exploratory
discussions; 2) preliminary plaming and evaluation; and
3y preparation and processing of the final poonoral,
These various phases are probably indicative . the need
for some iuformation at an.carlier stage for purposes of
plauning and to conserve cfforts in program development
until those cfforts arc warranted on the basis of pre-
liminary program approval.

&

Time 'Yrame for Approval

The length of time required in the approval process varies in length
from several weeks to several years. Exhibits 1 and 2 show Lwo cxamples
of the program proposal and review process. In some states such as
Louisiana, Maryland and Virginia the occasions when programs can be
submitted for review are specific (e.g., December 1, for approval of

the coordinating board by July or in other states specific months such
as May, October and December). In other states no spccific board
meeting has been designated lor program approval making it possible for
the institutions to submit proposals at any timce. In some states the
time allowed for agency review is so short as to make a comprchensi ve
review almost impossible. On the other hand in some states the process
is so long as to scem inhibiLive. The short period of staff review
is offsel somewhat if it occurs in a state which also requires a "letter
of intent" or "advancc notice". The "letter of intent" is generally
required to be submitted during the initial planning stages aL the
institutions, thus providing the coordinating agency with some advance
notice for planning and review purposes. States using letters of

intent include Maryland, North Carolina and Virginia.

Inter-Institutional Committec Review

Most states which utilize the program review process [or new programs

have some kind of an intr-institutional committee or council, which

reviews proposed programs at some stage of the review process.  ‘This
committee typically consists of the academic officers of the institutions

and in a few instances consisls of various mixes of faculty (¢.p., Louisiana),
institutional presidents (c.g., Kentucky), board wembers (i.c., South Carolina
Mississippi, Maryland have standing board member committees) and co-
ordinating agency staff. There wis no specific mention of student

membership on any of these inter-institutional reviey comui tlees.,

In some cases the inter-institotional committen reports direettby

to the coordinating board, in others iLs aclions are cobmtbod
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to the ageney staff.  The group used by Kansas since 1909 to v i 1o,.-
srams is perhaps typilcal of many, It consists ol « Councit o Chig
Aeademic Officers (COCAO)Y trom cach institution. Othet statos which
utitize this approach include Alabama, fouisiang, Minnesota and NHorth
Carotina,

Consultants

The use of outside consultants is a review mechanism utilized in at
least nine states. In some states the institutions hire their own
consultants during the institutional phase of program initiation. In
other states the consultants are selected by an inter-institutional
committee or the coordinating wgency staff. The remaining, atates wh 5
utilize consultents use some kind of combination of the wlwr sroups
select the consultants,  tn most cases the names of the consultants ..
their recommendations arce provided for the informition of the coordinating
board at the time it takes final action on a proposed program.  Fentucky
and Teuncssce appear to make cxtensive use of consultants in graduate
programs.

Dispostion by the Coordinating Board

In most states the coordinating board simply approves or disapproves

the program (or recommends or does not recommerd it as appropriate to
the agency's authority). 1n a few states the agency may take some
intermediate step giving tentative approval or approval with conditions.
Other options include referring it back for further study or tabling

the proposal for a period of time. In some cases where a program has
not been approved, it may be re-submitted after a specified period of
time.,

Post-Approval Audit

In ten states there is some kind of a post approval review and evaltuation
process. 1In at least onc state all approvals are tentative until after
the post-audit. 1In some states the institution proposing thc program
provides the criteria for post-audit cvaluation at the time the program
is submitted. in other states there are preseribed criteria that each
program must mect after a given period of time. The exact period of
time in which the post-audit evaluation is conducted varies. fn some
cases it is a specificd number of ycars based on the program level
(i.c., Bachelors, Masters, Doctors). In othiers it is conducted after
the completion of the first full cycle of the program. 1l1linois uses
outside consultants in its post cvaluation as well as the criteria and

methods of cvaluation which were submitted when the program was initially
proposed.

I11. Review of [Ixisting Programs

A recent task force on statewide planning cstablished by the Fducation
Commission of the States noted that "during the decade of the '60s, Lhe
process of discontinuing programs in higher education at the statewide
level occurred rarely, if at all”.? Future enrollment projections however
clearly suggest the possibility in the future of "considerable consolida-

tion, rcorganization and curtailment" according to the task torce roporL,b

Q : 16
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The report goes on to supyiest that there must be o ditierent basis fon
phasing ovul or reorpanizine existinyg proprams than is ascd tor the

review of new programs,  The Toliowine tactors shoald be considered
according to this report: "I the number ot sradaates from the prosram

in cach of the last five years; 2) the number of students enrotled in

the program (entry and dropout riates); 3) the sice ot classes ad the

cost ot courses Ldentificd as integral clements an the progrm; ) cost
per program sraduate; 5) taculty workload; o) program quality o re-
tlected by its resional or national reputatioun, laculty qualitfications
and level of position achieved by graduates of the program; /) total
production of a program's graduates from all institutions of the state,
region and/or nation; 8) the cconomics .and improvements in quality to

be achicved by censolidation and/or c¢limination of the propram:; 9) peacral
stradent interest and demand trends for the prooram: and ') (he ap- )
propriatencss ol the program to a changed institutional 1. o or missicn .
Figure two is an attempt to determine which ol the Len tactors suogestod
L the ECS report are actually Peing utilized by the various state agencices
for the review or existing precrams.  This compa ison provides some iden
s Lo the vavious procedures vsed, However, it also feaves oul ooy otoer
Lactors and procedures which deserve consideration.,  In order Lo provide
some information on these other lactors, cach of the procedures uned by the
various states has been summarized below followineg a bricl overview.

Programs to_be Reviewed

As a cover letter from one agency stated, "Can 300 disciplinary arcas

in the system (not including all degree tevels) be evaluated oftectively
and efficicntly?" The response Lrom the states actually reviewing
existing programs would scem to be an overwhelming "No', All the states
cemploy some kind of a screening, mechanism, c¢ither arbitrary o

which delincatces the programs subject to extensgive review.  In South
Carolina the screening device was "a very simple test of low averape
amwal degree production,

West Virginia utilizes a more c¢laboratce system of review which requires
forced choices into tiree cateporics tor cach of threo variables. Sixly
percent of the programs are regarded oo oweormal oon any given variable.
iwenty percent arce placed on cither side of the normal range.  ‘The
variables Lo be considered are cost, institutional priority, quality

and output. Each institution has its own method for establishing the
scale and determing the values that are assigned to cach of these
variables. Using this procedurc cach institution sclects the programs
that should be studied in preater depth.

Only a few states, such as Wisconsin, have attempted a comprehensive
review of all programs and this was done in stages by degree levet, be-
ginning with graduate programs. In Wisconsin, Lhe review of master's

and specialist programs began in 1972 and was completed in Januwary, 1974,
The review of doctoral programs and undergraduate programs is curreatly
underway.
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Criteria for Review

The criteria for review of existing programs are primarilv quantitatively
oriented in both the "screening process" and in the extensive review of
the programs identified by the "screening process". The qualitative
component, if it exists in the procedures, is geacrally the responsibility
of the institutions. For example, the Virginia Council for Higher
Education refers to its program review as the "Quantitative Evaluation

of Degree Frograms' and states that '"the institutions themselves bear
primary responsiblity for the continuous evaluation of the quality of
their curricula".

This is not to say that the quality of programs is not taken into con-
sideration. New Jersey's procedures and standards ot judmont which
govern their review are described in a document cntitled "beveloning

and Strengthening Graduate Programs in New Jersey State Colleges' which

is based la-gely on the qualitiative standards devcloped by the National
Graduate Council. In the case of New Jerscy compliance with thesc
standards is largely determined by outside consultants who have been
jointly chosen by the institutions and the Department of lligher Education.
New York has also used consultants in this way.

In terms of other criteria, the components identified carlier in this
report in the rcview of new programs are also used in the review of
existing programs. In Wisconsin, for example, the major criteria examined
include: a description of the program, program objectives, need, student
demand, faculty-staff, curriculum, resources, facilities, finances and
accreditation, the same gencral arecas reviewed with regard to new programs.

Mechanism of Review

The process of review, as mentioned earlier, generally consists of two
phases. The first phase is usually a scrcening process used to identify
programs which are of questionable need, productivity, quality or other
criteria. The second phase is the extensive review of the programs
identified in Phase One. The extensive review is then studied by either
the agency staff or by some inter-institutional committce. In some
states the results of the review are merely made known to the agency,
the legislaturc, the governor, etc., and the elimination of low quality,
low productive programs is a voluntary one taken by the institution
with the questionable program. In other states, generally those with
governing and regulatory boards, the board itself makes the decision to
terminate a given program,
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D. Summarv of Procedurces for Review of Existing Programs

Hawaii (University of Hawaii)

The University of jiawaii utilizes the same basic format for the rveviow
of both new and cxisting programs. Established programs ave, by Board
of Regents policy, reviewed in-depth every fifth ycar, [Each campus 1is
responsible for developing a program review schedule with annual up-
dates. lEach review covers, 1) program developments during the past five
years, and 2) plans for the following six ycars on cach applicable item
provided in the system-wide guidelines. Reviews of particular programs
may be undertaken at any time decmed necessary by the faculty, adminiac-
tration or board.

Processing Procedures. Reviews flow from the department, division,
institute or an equivalent unit chairman;to the college provost, dean

to the graduate division; to the chancellors (vice presidents for
community colleges); to the university president for review and sub-
mission to the chairman of the Board of Regents for review hy appropriate
committees and for scheduling for formal action by the Board of Regents.

Primary responsibility for setting program prioritics, developing new
program proposals and evaluating existing programs, rests with the
faculty, students and administrators at each campus within the university
system. Within the broad system-wide policies and procedurcs cach campus
fornulates procedures for the review of new program proposals and

for the continuous review of established programs,

System-wide Guidelines

Introductory Summary Statement

This statement should be as concise as possible, i.e., about three
pages giving an abstract of accomplishments and of plans for the next
six year period. It should include a summary of accomp lishments and
plans; specific objcctives and nced; relationship to system-wide,
campus, and departmental objectives and plans; relationship to other
programs within the system; actual and/or estimatced enrollments
(number and ratio -- state, foreign, mainland); job placements and
job market supply and demand (numbers -- state, foreign, mainland);
actual and/or estimated annual opcrating costs and specific funding
needs by year, c.g., total cost, FTE/student cost, per student credit
hour cost; revenue sources by years; CIP requirements; altcrnative
plans if funding expectations are not realized; arguments for and
against having the program at this University; and results of completed
ac¢ademic and other reviews.

Details and Analysis

This section provides guidelines for instructional programs and should
be modified as appropriate for research and public service programs.
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Hawaii (cont,)
A. Objectives:
1. What program accomplishes or achieves.

2. Relationship to system-wide, campus, college, and departmental/
division/institute objective and plans.

3. Relationship to similar or related system-wide programs and
ficlds of study, and acceptability for credits by other units.

Justification for having a scparate program.

4. Historical development of the ficld and development of depart-
mental/divisional/institute strength.

5. Need for program including state, national and int. rnational
aspects.

6. Specific justification for the program at the University of
Hawaii. Other institutions with such a program.

B. Target Group:

1. Enrollments of student majors (not course registrations) by
levels and concentrations.

2. Origin of student majors by percentage (state, mainland, foreign).

)

3. Service to student non-majors by programs, courses, and student
credit hours,

4. Other distinguishing characteristics, c.g., economically
disadvantaged.

C. Program Elements:

1. Prerequisites for admission, e.g., course or degree and foreign

language requirements.
~h

2. Options available (Masters A, B, and C.)

3. Principal methods of instructlion.

4. Required and recommended courses (relationship to program
objectives).

5. Special requirements over and above regular minimum requirements
of related programs.

6. Relationship and impact of current programs to proposed;
relationship of vocational to undergraduate, of undergraduate

to graduate, and of master's and doctoral programs.

7. Student credit hours, by levels, required to complete the
program.

24




11.

12.

1.

4.

1.

1.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

k.

Hawaii (cont.)

Student credit hours of instruction provided by levels,
Specific ficlds of emphasis or concentration.
Sample programs if there is flexibility in offerings.

Fxaminations -- purformance, written, and oral -- sequence and
estimated time involved,

Ixpected end of program outcomes, computencies of students,
thesis and/or dissertation.

D. Courses:

Current, proposed, and prujected courses with prercquisites
and instructors. ’

Relationship of courses to program specifically indicating
which provide background for any concentration,

Plans for modifications of courses including consolidations,
additions, and deletions.

Relationship between undergraduate and graduatce course
sequences.

E. Measures of Program Effectiveness:

Average length of time full-time students complete program
requirements.

Percentage of students that complete the program annually.
Professional cxamination or other requirements for cmployment,
e.g., percentage goal of graduates to pass professional
examinations and percentage goal of placement of graduates in
the field.

Types and results of accreditation reviews,

Criteria, results and plans on cvaluation of faculty.

Results and plans on student counscling and advising, i.e.,
faculty role.

F. Discussion on Alternatives:

Alternative means to meet objectives and nceds, advantages
and disadvantages, and unit and total rosts.,

Specific reasons Lhis program considercd the best alternative.
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Hawaii (cont.)

Persounel Requirements:

1. Faculty, including pending appointments -- names, ranks, position
count, professional qualifications, and total publications.
(For graduate programs, include expericnce faculty have had
puiding theses and/or dissertations sample of thescs and/or
dissertations for which faculty scrved as chairman, and
mastexr's and doctoral theses completed.)

2. Relationship of faculty qualifications to program objectives.

3. Past and current rositions, position counts, and costs of
administrative, faculty, graduate assistant, lecturer, and
support personncl.

4, Proposed new positions, position counts, and costs for ad-
ministrative, faculty, graduate assistant, lecturer, and
support personnel over the next six years.

5. Current and planned faculty mix by rank. Overall average
faculty salaries. :

6. Tenuring plans for faculty, i.c., categories and percentages
by rank.

7. Past experience and plans for providing faculty with additional
compensation besides regular compensation,

8. Current and proposed faculty work assignment guidelines, e.g.,
minimum and average class sizes, student/faculty ratios,
minimum and average weekly instructional contact hours,
minimum and average semester credit hours, levels of courses
to be taught concurrently, ron-compensated resecarch and public
service expectations in average hours per week, products or
services, and publishing or exhibiting results.

9. If no funds being requusted, source of faculty and support
resources,

10. Shared or split appointments of faculty and staff with other
programs or activities.

11. If graduate program, impact upon undergraduate instruction,
i.e., type and student credit hours of undergraduate courses
to be taken.

12, Faculty development -program and plans.

Financial Requirements Other Than Capital Costs:

1. Costs for:

a. Supplies and other current type cxpenscs.
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Hawaii (tont.)

b. Equipment -- include a list of available equipment and
required additions.

‘¢, Campus serviccs,

d. Building operations and maintecnance.

e. Student services

f. Computer services

g. Libraries -- include list of journals with dates, current
holdings, and required additions -- note consultation with
Library.

If no additional costs projected, source of required resources.

Shared resources with other program or activities.

Student Costs;

Excluding CIP, actual and estimated cost per student credit hour,

per FTE student major by level of instruction, per graduate.
Comparison with other similar programs within the System.

Capital Improvements (CIP):

1.

2.

Additional space or facilities required, specific program
justification, estimated costs, and desired time schedule.

If no additional CIP, amount, source, and justification for
required additional space or facilities, including alterations
or renovations, estimated costs, and desired time schedule.

Plans to accommodate activities to be displaced from existing
space or facilities.

Shared space and facilities.

Present and projected library facilities for the program --
note consultation with Library.

Program Funding:

1.

2.

Types, amounts, and source, legal reference or authorization
for each type of program funding, i.e., general, federal,
special, foundation,

Plans if non-state funding decreases .

Further Considerations:

1.

2.

Special problems or expected deveclopments,

Other significant issues.
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Wisconsin (University of Wisconsin)

The University of Wisconsin has conducted (or is conducting) a comprehensive
audit and revicw of all existing academic programs. The masters and special-
ist program audit and review was complceted in January, 1974. At that time
the review of doctoral programs was delegated to University of Wisconsin-
Madison and University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee. An undergraduate review has
now been initiated. The following statements about the review process

arc based on the process established for the review of undergraduate

programs but is generally consistent with that devcloped for programs at
other degree levels within the UW system.

In delegating the task of audit and review to the institutions, the ccentral
administration sceks to rccognize fully that the health of Lie academic
offerings of each institution is a primary responsibility of its faculty.
For this rcason, cach institution was asked to develop those procedures
which it judges best adapted to its form of governance, and most likely

to accomplish the goals established. The involvement of the central ad-
ministration in the process will be limited to: ~a) the distribution of
the general guidelines; b) the verification of the fact that the process
and procedures undertaken by the institutions meet the expectations of the
guidelines; and c¢) the recciving of campus reports to the end that the
consequences of the process can be made known to the Regents, and that

the effective practice developed by one institution can be communicuated to
others,

Definitions and Goals

The general intention of audit and review of established undergraduate
and extension programs 1s that of enabling institutions of Lhe System to
provide for students the most effective range of academic offerings
possible within their available resources. Within this general intention,
certain specific purposes need to be highlighted:

(a) The establishment in each institution of a method or methods for

id:ntifying from the total spectrum of programs those which should
receive thorough review by the faculty and institution in a particular
period of time. One of the methods which should be used for such
identification is that of audit. An audit is the cxamination of each
academic program in terms of a limitcd number of readily quantifiable
indicators of the condition of the program,

{(b) The establishment in each institution of a procedure for reviewing

in depth the condition of any program identificd for such intensive
reexamination. The revicw is a judgmental process which uses information
provided in the audit, plus additional relevant information or analysis,
to reach a judgment concerning what steps, if any, should be tuken rcelative
to the program receiving ~eview. Decisions Lo strengthen, consolidate,
reorganize, or phase out a given program could be logical consequences
of an intensive review,
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Wisconsin (cont.)

(¢) Developing through (a) and (b) an on-going process of audit and re-
view at the iastitutional tevel which assures that cach institution,

as part of its continuing responsibilities, has in operation procedures

which will assure continuing audit and review of cstablished programs,

identification of problems, and deliberations leading to decisions 4as

to how these problems may be met.

Of the three specific purposes identified, the last, (c), is the one
having the most important consequences. The specific audit and review
process now undertaken should lead deliberately to establishment of an
on-going process at cach institution, including establishment of the
criteria and procedurcs.

Audit Procedures

Emphasis should be given to the fact that an audit does not create a
presumption that the programs selected for intensive analysis are in fact
in trouble or headed for trouble. The indicators used for audit purposes
may suggest this, but more intensive analysis may lead to a quite
different judgment.

Emphasis should also be given to the fact that an audit process should
not be the exclusive means of identifying programs which should be
given a more intensive analysis. For a variety of judgmental reasons,
administrators or planning committeces for a particular institution
might ask for more intensive review of a program which had not been
selected through the audit process. For example, the anticipated
retirement or departure of key faculty members in a given program

might create a presumption that review of the program should be under-
taken prior to restaffing; or a regularly scheduled site visit by an
accreditation team might catalyze an institutional audit and review of
a program in conjunction with the preparation of documents for the
visitors; or planning studies concerning the minimum staffing which
should be maintained for the esscntial programs of an institution

might generate need for review of particular programs; or recommendations
from system-wide or institutional task forces on curriculum changes
could also generate need for program review. The point to be made is
that an audit procedure will support an on-going process of review, but
is not the exclusive means of generating reviews.

The specific purpose for establishing an audit procedure is to make use

of a few accessible and objective indicators to single out programs

that may need special attention., Once such indicators have been identified,
it becomes relatively easy for an institution to select the set of programs
needing more intensive analysis. In this sense, an cffcctive audit
procedurc makes possible the identification of those programs which

should receive immediate attention.

Audit Indicators

The following indicators arc among those variously identified as potentially
useful for purposes of an audit of an undergraduate program: '
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Wisconsin (cont,)

(a) A five-year history of numbers of majors, numbers of graduates,
numbers of FTE students taught, and numbers of faculty relative
to majors and FTE students,

: (b) Class size and student distribution by level,
(¢) Cost per student credit hour of instruction.

(d) Comparison of data concerning a given program with data for the

department offcering the program as a whole; with other programs
offered by the department; or with other programs in the division
within which the program appears.

(¢) As available, information on persistence of students within the
program; student satisfaction with the program; and cxpericnce
of graduates from the program,

1t is understood that each institution will establish criteria to

be used in auditing, as well as the procedure by which information
gathered in the audit is used to select programs to receive additional
study. University Extension and the Center System will need to develop
indicators appropriate to their programs.

Review Procedures

Intensive analysis of programs selected through audit or identified

by other means will be carried out by the institution, using procedures
which they find most suited to their faculty and administrative
structures, This will normally involve a thorough study of the program
at the departmental or other appropriate level with a report on its
status to the institutional committees couducting the revicw. The
format for such a report should be ACTS-1, Format #4 (sce Appendix A),
modified by the instituion, if necessary, to best meet specific
institutional program rcview necds,

Institutions .identifying a large number of programs for review as a
result of an initial comprehensive audit may find 1t nccessary to

have intervening procedures which select only a portion of these
programs for immediate review. Such procedures may include preliminary
discussion of audit data with the departmeat or the introduction of
additional information by the¢ department which would materially affect
the significance of the audit data. ‘Those programs which continued

to indicate problems would receive highest priority tor review.

The institutions shall specify the proccdures by which programs will
be revicwed and the criteria upon which judgments will be reached.
This will be followed by the notification of subsequent actions which
will be taken relative to the programs reviewed,
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Wisconsin (cont.)

Reporting

By February 1, 1975 cach institution shall report to Central Administration,
Academic Affairs, its plans for undergraduate or cxtension program audit

and review, including a statement of the criteria to be used in audit, the
process to be followed in sclecting programs for review, and the proccdures
and decision-making process to follow program review.

By June 1, 1975 each institution shall provide to Central Administration,
Academic Affairs, either an interim or final report on its undergraduate
or extension program audit and review. If the report is interim in
nature, each institution should specify its timetable for completing the
initial cycle of audit and review. The June 1 report should also include
a description of the "on-going process of audit and review" developed

by the institution. Academic Affairs will summarize these interim or
final reports in an information report to the July, 1975 meeting of

the Board of Regents.

Institutions projecting completion of the current cycle of audit and
review in 1975-76 should provide a final report at the completion date
specified in their interim report. Academic Affairs will provide the
Regents with summaries of these final reports as they become due,

Graduate Audit and Review

As previously indicated, the doctoral audit and review was delegated
to the UW-Milwaukee and UW-Madison institutions in spring, 1974.

At the time of this delegation, the Graduate School of UW-Milwaukee

had established a continuous process for intensive review of all
graduate programs on a five-year cycle. As a result of this process,
all doctoral programs have either been the subject of or are presently
scheduled for review by the graduate faculties, using external examiners
in each case. A summary report on the UW-Milwaukee procedures, and

the determinations made to date on the basis of these procedures, is
appended as Appendix B.

The Graduate School of UW-Madison has initiated audit of all existing
doctoral programs for the purpose of identifying programs for which
complete review will be conducted over the next four years. A summary
report on the audit procedures, the factors considered, and the projected
annual schedule of the review process, is appended as Appendix C.

In the University Cluster, several graduate programs were identified

in the master's/specialist audit and review exercise conducted earlier
this year as requiring regional/consortial review. These regional/
consortial reviews will be conducted by the appropriate set of regional
campuses and their procedures, process and criteria will be submitted

to Central Administration, Academic Affairs, as soon as developed,
including the time schedule for review. The final report on this aspect
of the master's/specialist audit and review will be prepared for

the Board of Regents in July, 1975.
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ACADEMIC PROGRAM FORMAT #4 . Deccember, 1974

University of Wisconsin
REVIEW OF EXISTING ACADEMIC PROGRAM

I. DESCRIPTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Exact Designation: .

Department or Functional Equivalent: Department of
; or Functional Equivalent with members
representing Departments of .

School, College or Functional Equivalent: School or College

of ; or Functional
Equivalent .
Unit: University of Wisconsin = .

Current Arca(s) of Concentration: Specify the current areas
of concentration in the program.

Program Changes Planned: What changes, if any, are planned
in the program during the next several years? (Be specific).

II. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

III. NEED

Statement of Program Objectives: This program is designed
to accomplish the following objectives:

Relationship to Existing Unit Mission and Academic Plan:
Describe, including relationship to existing department(s)
or functional equivalent,

Closely Related Unit Programs and Areas of Strength: List
other closely related programs or areas of strength currently
offered or planned and describe the effect of this program

on them. How do related programs and strengths in other
academic arcas support the proposed program?

Changes in Program Objectives: What changes, if any, have
occurred in program objectives within recent years?

Anticipated Changes in Program Objectives: What changes, if
any, in program objectives are being considered for the near
future?

Similar Programs Elsewhere in Wisconsin: List similar programs
and the names of institutions (public and private) offering
the same or a similar program,

Location of Nearby Similar Programs Qutside of Wisconsin:
Names of institutions and locations,.

This format will be modified as experience leads to higher levels of

sophistication and demonstrates a need for adapling to variations in

institutional and programmatic complexity,
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’ Wisconsin (cont.)

.

3.3 Relationship With Other Proprams: Are there precedents,
previously cndorsed program plans, or major existing '
curricula in a related arca which bear on this program (Explain),

3.4 Justification for Program Continuation: Specify area, state,
or national need for graduates. Provide placement data; in-
cluding, geographical distribution, job level, and occupational
title, for at least the previous 3 years. Cite any pertinent
studies or data.

3.5 OQutside Interest in the Program: Identify interest on the
part of local groups, industry, resecarch centers, other
educational institutions or state agencies. Tndicate the
nature of contacts made with these groups and the results of
these contacts,

STUDENT DEMAND

4.1 Enrollment Statistics: Provide enrollment statistics for the
past four ycars along with present enrollment and enrcllment
projections for the future. Indicate declared majors (degree
candidates) for levels [T, 11!, and 1V for the past four years.

4.2 Anticipated Effect on Enrollment of a Similar Program: If a
similar program were authorized at another University of
Wisconsin Unit, what would be the anticipated effect on
program enrollment?

4.3 Degreces Granted: 1f a degree program, how many degrees have
been granted through the program during the prior 10 years?

4.4 Follow-Up and Student Placement: Provide as much information
as possible with respect to former students in the progrum
(placement information, continuing dcgree work, etc.)

4.5 Lnrollment Capacity: What capacity does the program have
to absorb additional cnrollment without significant added
cost? Please indicate rationale.

4,6 Anticipated Changes: Provide information on anticipated
changes in program size, Give data to justify estimates
of growth or decline.

PERSONNEL (FACULTY-STAFF)

5.1 Faculty Who Are Direct Participants in the Program: Attach a
list of present departmental faculty who are involved in the
program, including date of appointment, present rank, highest
degree and granting institution, and other pertinent information.

5.2 Support or Advisory Faculty: List faculty, including those
in other than the sponsoring department, who are involved in
supporting or advisory roles.

5.3 Current Support Staff: Provide the number and position titles
of current support staff used in the program.
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Wisconsin (cont,)

5.4 Special Competencics of Existing Faculty: Indicate areas
of specialized competence as demonstrated by research or
prior expericnce,

5.5 strengths or Specialties Not Existing in Pres :nt Faculty:
What strengths or specialties not possessed by current
faculty would be desirable to improve the program?

5.6 Aunticipated Changes: What staff losses or additions are
expected and how will they affect the program?

CURRICULUM

6.1 Course Listing: List departmental courses for the program
in class sequence and give a sample course spread (including
non-departmental prerequisite and required courses) for an
appropriate period of time. If new courses arc to be offered
in the next year, please include a separate list of such
courses. What coursces have been deleted or substantially
updated in past five years?

6.2 Strengths/Unique Features: Describe any special departmental
strengths and/or unique features of the program,

6.3 Dcpartmental Deficiencies and Planned Remedies: Describe
any departmental weaknesses or deficiencies, along with
plans for eliminating these (include expected timetable,)

6.4 Mediated Instruction (if any): Is any of the instruction
delivered via media? If so, please describe. If not, do
you plan to develop any instructional media? (Specify).

6.5 Interrelationships with other Curricula: What other programs
within the institution make use of instruction provided through
this program? Describe.

6.6 Anticipated Changes: Describe curricular changes planned for
the program which would affect its enrollment, staffing or costs.

INFORMATIONAL RESOURCES/LIBRARIES

7.1 Library Resources: What are the special strengths in available
library resources as they relate to the current program? What
is the departmental library budget?

7.2 Special Resources: What, if any, special informational resources
(slides, tapes, etc.) are used in the program? Provide an
inventory.

7.3 Correcting Resource Deficiencies: If library or special
resources are insufficient, what plans have been made to
correct thesc deficiencies?

FACILITIES ~ EQUIPMENT ) 34

8.1 Current Facilities and Capital Equipment: List facilities such
as classrooms, laboratories and fixed novable equipment (over
$100 in value) currently available and used in the program.
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Wisconsin (cont,)

8.2 Needed Additional Facilities: What additional facrilities,
I any, are nceded in order to improve the quality of the
program being offered? List any such item: proposed for the
next tyo biennia and provide a cost estimate for cach biennium.

8.3 Needed Additional Equipment: What additional fixed and movable
equipment, if any, is needed in order to improve the quality
of the program being offered? List all items proposed for
the next two biennia and provide a cost estimate for each
biennium,

FINANCE

9.1 Total Program Costs: Using the attached chart, calculate
the Lotal costs for the program.

9.2 Percent Breahdown by Instruction/Research/Public Service:
Estimate the percentage of total program time in the arcas
of instruction, research and public service.

9.3 Student Financial Aids: List financial aids available to
students in the form of scholarships, fellowships, ctc,
and the sources of these aids. Include available dollar
amounts in the appropriate space on the attached chart,

ACCREDITATION

10.1 Accreditation Status: If accreditation has been attained
please provide name of accrediting agency, date accredited
and periodicity of acecreditation. If not accredited,
outline plans for attaining it.
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West Virginia (Board of Regents)

The West Virginia Board of Regents last reviewed programs in 1972 and is
now in the process of reviewing all existing programs that have been in
operation a prescribed number of years plus new programs which need approval
for starting in 1975 and 1976.

According to Regents policy, programs are reviewed according to the following
schedule:

The review process will occur in two stages. The first stage will sort
programs into two categories: 1) those that need a more extensive revicw;
and 2) those that do not. The second stage will be the morc extensive
review. The first stage is scheduled to last about thirty to ninety days
and should be completed by May 1, 1975.

STAGE 1

The variables to be considered are cost, institutional priority, quality

and output. It is recognized that each institution will have its own method
for establishing the scale and determining the values that are assigned to
cach of these variables. 1In some cases, the proccdures used are quite sub-
jective. 1In others, there is a greater attempt toward quantification.
Although there is no attempt to require uniform methods at separate institu-
tions, the board expects to receive background information on institutional
procedures for rating these variables.

The purpose of the initial stage of the review is best met by requiring

forced choices into three categories for each of these variables. Sixty
percent of the programs should be regarded as normal on any given variable.
Twenty percent should be placed on either side of the normal range. Funds
other than State-appropriated funds distributed on SCH basis may be a signifi-~
cant factor in a program. In such cases, this should be noted and specifically
taken into account in the decision to request review or not. Using this in-
formation each institution will select the programs that should be studied

in greater depth in order to determine whether action to inititate or term-
inate is desirable. Also, the Director of Academic Affairs may place programs
on this list.

The number of programs which should be selected for in-depth review will
relate to the size and to the rate of change of the institution. The pro-
grams which are selected will, to a very ireal extent, control the nature

of the development for the institution during the next few years. Therefore,
it is critical that the review incorporate an analysis of faculty utilization
or needs for each program. This will require arbitrary distinctions between
faculty contribution to the program and faculty effort that is more properly
classified as service or general education. Although the estimates of FTE
faculty per program will be inexact, it is desirable to make a reasonable
effort to understand the rclation between the program and the number of

FTE faculty required for its operation. When contemplated changes in the
size or quality of a program will cause a change in the number of faculty
required for the program, that change in number of faculty also should be
recorded in the institutional reportg?




e

A

34~
. West Virginia (cont.)

For purposcs of this review, some institutions will deal with programs in
subgroups rather than attempting a comparison of all programs in the insti-
tution. An cxample of useful subgroups might be associate, baccalaureate,
master's and doctoral level degree programs. Another type of subgroup

might be by funding formula (i.c., nursing, engincering, etc.). In any

case, it may be uscful to recognize that the definition of normal will vary
and that groupings should be selected to make comparisons in the most meaning-
ful and useful manner. Indeed, in some instances a group might consist of

a single program (law or nursing).

The attached Exhibit A gives a suggested format for summarizing information.
STAGE II. Program Review (Early Thinking About the Second Stage)

The second stage will begin immediately after identification of new programs
and programs requiring more intensive review. Hopefully, this will start
carly in January.

The overall thrust of the second stage is to clarify the choices and to

relate these choices with their consequences. Program change, either

through evolution or through addition-~deletion, is a necessary development

in the overall higher cducation system of West Virginia. At the institution
level, program change gives one of the clearest evidences of the institution's
relation to its mission in the State. Therefore, the decisions regarding
addition, deletion or change of programs will be a highly significant factor
in the development of each institution and the system as a whole during the
next two years,

The number of faculty in the total state system is a major determinant for
the number of areas where a program or programs can be offered., The greater
the number of faculty, the greater the number of distinct programs that can
be staffed. The converse also i true. Therefore, the review will be tied
closely to the number of faculty which is expected in the system during the
next few years.

Through discussions with each institution plus analysis of budget and enroll-
ment data, a determination will be made regarding the number of faculty each
institution is likely to have during the next two years. Given this number,
each institution will be requested to answer the following questions about
new programs which are being requested and the old programs selected for
review,

1. What are the consequences associated with whether or not this
program is offered?

2, 1If it is offered, what changes are expected during the next two
years and what are the conditions for its continuation?

3. Pelate the number of faculty expected for your institution to the
choices for adding or deleting programs,
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West Virginia

Possible nrnumm
In Feeulty

Degree C ¢ Further
R N ~ . R d . d yrren N .
Name Detigaction  Cost!  Output Priority Quality Faculty Review
Biology B.S. N N Y N 2.5 No
Bus,Adm, B.S. X X N Y 2.0 No
Art B.A. Y Y X Y 3.0 Deletion
Community B.S. N X X N None Addition
Planning

‘~.rher of FTE potitions directly essccicted with the program.
mzisrity of enroliment is by students in another program have been excluded,

N cesignctes normal, X designates some advantage, and Y designates some disadvantage.

Effort in instructicn where

None
+1.,0
(3]

-3.0

+2,0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Louisiana (Board of Regents)

Effective January 1, 1975 the Louisiana Coordinating Council for Higher
Fducation became the Board of Regents. Previously, the Coordinating .
Council was authorized to review existing programs and make recommendations
regarding them to the governing boards of the respective institutions.

This was donc only in the case of graduate programs, in which some preliminary
work was done in the development of and application of evaluative criteria

for graduate education. The preliminary work is described below.

Preliminary Guidelines.

Pursuant to an assessment of existing graduate programs, the role of
graduate education must be fixed firmly in the minds of evaluators. The
accepted role is fourfold:

1. The education and developmﬁnt of skilled individuals;
2, The production of knowledge;

3. The preservation and transmission of knowledge;

4, The improvement of the quality of life.

Evaluation must proceed with care to demand excellence and accountability
at the same time protecting the role of graduate education,

The next step in the evaluation to date is to develop criteria based on the
experience of other states and agencies to present to the institutions, the
Academic Affairs Committec, and the Council for their consideration. Three
broad areas have been identified for examination; 1) productivity, 2)
quality, and 3) duplication. One criterion has been identificd as useful
in each of these areas.

1. Productivity - At least six graduates in the past three years.
(Source: studies and cvaluations in other states.)

2., Quality - At least five terminal degree holders on the faculty
of any department offering the doctorate, and at least four
terminal degree holders on the faculty of any department offering
the masters.
(Source: minimum recommendations of the¢ National Council of
Graduate Schools re faculty preparation and numbers.)

3. Duplication - The number of programs which constitute duplication
may be dependent on the discipline involved, It is generally
accepted in studies in other states that, with the exception of
teacher education at the masters level, a graduate program should
serve a state (preferably regional) need and tw programs constitute
duplication.
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Plans regarding a timetable may be ambitious, but it is hoped that
program information can be presented to the Academic Affairs Committee
in November for consideration of appropriateness of criteria, quanti-
tative data, and written justifications. Next, the institutions will

be called on agai~ for additional information and justification as neces-
sary. And finaily, an Academic Affairs Committece report with recommen-
dations will be offered at the Council in January,

Arizona (Board of Regents)

The Arizona Board of Regents do not have guidelines for the review of
existing academic programs. A set of guidelines which outline the

Arizona University System's plan for review of existing programs is in

the procese of being developed. The information below has been abstracted
from some preliminary documents.

Preliminary Guidelines,

In the continuing responsibilities for long range planning, university
and staff peronnel were charged with "establishing basic criteria and
standards under which undergraduate curricula and graduate programs
will be reviewed . . ."

It is established that periodic program review is desirable to strengthen
existing programs and to eliminate or upgrade those which fail to meet
acceptable standards. It is useful to examine answers to questions from
which review outlines can be developed for assessment and evaluation by
the universities and the Regents. By deciding upon periodic review using
a set of criteria or guideline questions agreed upon by the universities,
the Board can examine, through university-appointed internal committees
and external consultants requested from an independent agency, CGS, how
programs within the university system measure up to other programs in
regional or national universities. The process sug-ested rescrves many
judgments to faculty, and the standards are detern.ned by faculty and
outside consultants. At the same time, the Board can assess the perfor-
mance and achievements of faculty and stuc-nts. The questions raised
fall into five classifications: 1) program, 2) faculty, 3) students,

4) physical facilities and other resources, and 5) cost and production
data. Although the proposal has been regarded as expensive by at least
one of the institutions in the university system, the cost of not for-
mulating objective judgments concerning the quality and effectiveness of
programs is over the long term extremely high both in terms of state resources
devoted to programs and in terms of the graduates of the program who are
ill-educated or under-educated. Tke attached list of guestions needs
refinement and expansion, but they do reflect what other Boards are asking
of their universitics. (See Exhibit B)
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Virginia (State Council of Higher Education)

Each year the State Council of Higher Education must review a substantial
number of requests to plan and initiate rew degree programs at Virgioia's
state colleges and universities. Integral to the review and approval
process is the Council's concern that proposced programs should be
productive and not unnecessarily duplicative of programs already in
operation. To determine the neced for proposcd and existing programs,

the Council usually studies enrollments and degrees conferred throughout
Virginia, along with regional and national wanpower requirements .ind
training statistics. Existing degree programs will be cvaluated by
assessing tue aumber of acgrees conferred or by reviewing data on

student enrollment,

The Council undertakes the quantitative evaluation of degree programs with
full awareness that qualitative evaluation of these programs is at least
as important. The Council believes, however, that the institutions of
higher cducation themselves bear primary responsibility for the continuous
evaluation of the quality of their curricula, Through its quantitative
rvaluation of degree programs, the Council will help to ensure the
accountability of Virginia state-supported institutions of higher education
to the citizens of the Commonwealth. Although it is primarily a responsi-
bility of the institutions themselves to ensure that high standards are
met by the degree programs they offer, the Council will request the
institutions to develop procedures for the qualitative evaluation of
degree programs, placing particular emphasis upon graduate programs,

but eventually providing for the cvaluation of undergraduate and com-
munity college programs,

Definition of a Degree Program

To get a proper frame of reference for the cvaluation of degree programs
by auditing degrecs conferred (or program productivity), it is necessary
to define a degree program,

For the purpose of cvaluation, a degree program is defined as an area

of specialization (major) for which recognition is intended to be given
by the conferring of a degree. The following factors will be taken into
consideration in identifying a degrce program:

1. Program Nomenclature: The title by which the arca of specialization
is identified.

2. Program Classification Code: The code number under which degrees
conferred are reported on the U.S.0.E, lligher Education General
Information Survey, Form 2300-2.1.

3. Degree Level: The levels of the degrec awarded, c¢.g., Associate's,
Bachelor's, Master's, or Doctoral., If a program (major) at any
level has several degree title options, such as MA, MS, MAT, the number
of degrees are recorded in the aggregate as reported under the program

classification code, »
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Virginia (cont.)

For example, a major in Biology (general) may have several master's
degree options such as MA, MS, MAT, and MEd. Fach option, however,
should have the program classification code of 0401: Biology, gencral,
All degrees conferred in that major would be reported on the Higher
Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) of the U.S. Office of
Education. The Council would review degree productivity by using

0.E. Form 2300-2.1: Degreces and Other Formal Awards Conferred, Page 8,
Line 53.

Degree Productivity Criteria

The first step in the evaluation of a degree program productivity
should be its record of graduates. This will be detcermined by the
tabulation of degrees conferred each year and the average per year
over a period of several years. The measure of degrees conferred will
Ltake three factors into consideration: program start-up time, annual
productivity expectations, and long-term productivity.

1. Allowance will be made for program start-up time. The Council
recognizes that a certain amount of time must elapse for students
to complete the rcquirements’ for a degree, and for a program to
develop and gain acceptance, This time span varies according to
degree level, program nature, and whether the students are part-time
or full-time. The following allowances will be made before programs
come under evaluation: 3 years for associate degrees; 3 years for
bachelor's degrees; 2 years for master's degrees; and 4 years for
doctoral degrees, At the end of each time period, the State Council
of Higher Education will begin to monitor program degree productivity,

2, According to program level, a certain minimum annual average number
of graduates will be expected. These numbers are: 10 associate

in arts and associate in scicnce degrees; 7 associate in applied scicnce

degrees; 5 bachelor's degrees; 3 master's degrees; and 2 doctoral degrecs,

Productivity will be reviewed each bicnnium, covering the preceding

five years where possible, The five year average will be used to allow

for year-to-year fluctuation in the number of graduates from a specific

program, :

Service Criteria

In the event that any degrec program has less than the number of graduates
established in the degree productivity criteria, the staff of the State
Council of Higher Education will consult with institutional officers
regarding other justifications for continuation of the program, Should

an institution wish to continue a program, despite fcw graduates, it

will be provided the opportunity to justify such a program by showing a
"service" function from data reported on the Council Form A-1: Resident
Classes Taught by Term.

1. Justification of a program on the basis of "service" would be
determined f{rom the Full-Time-Equivalent Student (FTES) enroll- .

ment for regular session, or suwmer session under special circumstances:

13-22 lower-division FTES, for Associate in Arts and Associate in

Science degree programs; 13-17 lower-division FTES, for Associate in

Applied Science degree programs; 10-14 upper-division FTES, for Bachelor's

degree programs; and 8-12 first-year graduate FIES, for Master's degree

programs, 4 3
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2. In the event that any Doctoral degree program has less than the
number of graduates cstablishied in the numerieal criteria, an
institution might propose a justification of the program on Lhe basis

of organized and sponsored research projects underway,

3. A non-productive Master's degree program which is carried along

with a Doctoral program, may be "flagged", or removed from the
list of non-productive programs. TIn this case, the productivity
criterion will not be applied. However, at Lhe same time then, the
Council will remove that program from the inventory used in preparing
the biemnial budget for library holdings.

4. The Council will give special consideration to tow-productivity
interdisciplinary programs, which are composed of couurscs from
other disciplinary programs rather than new courses.

Procedure

The biennial program evaluation will be initiated by the staff of the
State Council of Higher Education and be coaducted in the following
manner: ’

1. Composite tables of degrees conferred will be prepared from previously
verified data and each institution's report of Degrees Conforred

(0.E. 2300-2.1): by degrec level; by program classification code and

nomenclature with cross-check on each institution's inventory of approved

programs,

2. Draft tables will be sent to each institution for vertification of

new data and comment on any discrepancies or irregularities,
Council staff will confer with institutional administrators on any
problems that might be identified.

3. A questionnaire will be sent to the appropriate institutional
administrative officer for any degree program that fails to meet
the established degree productivity criteria. Other factors that ought

to be considered should be identified at this time.

4. Council staff will consult with institutional administrative officers
on the questionnaire responses and the action to be taken on each
program in question,

5. Council staff will report the evaluation results to the State Council
of Higher Education for Virginia for its information or recomnended
action; e.g,, continuation, probation, termination with adequate phase-out

time,

6. An institution will be given the opportunity to appeal a Council
decision under the same conditions as prescribed in the Council's
Policy and Procedures for the Approval of New Degree Programs,
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Vermont (Vermont State Colleges)

The Vermont State Colleges are currently in the process of developing
criteria for the review of ecxisting programs. Preliminary plans call
for the inclusion of the following criteria:

program costs,

enrollment trends,

degrees conferred trends,

duplication of programs,

programs in light of program priorities (i.e., career programs
will have higher priority than academic degree programs),
placement and employment trends,

v W N =
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It is anticipated that program cost will be the most difficult to obtain.
An cffort has been launched to obtain costing information based on
Program I category in NCHEMS structurec.

Nebraska (University of Nebraska)

The University of Nebraska, apparently as part of its budgetary process,
has reviewed existing programs. A screening process was established
whereby certain problem programs werc identified and were then subject

to a more detailed evaluation.

The Screening Process

A. Programs within departments and colleges have been identified through
the Chancellors Council. For each program the department will prepare
the following to be transmitted to APC through the Deans.

1. Brief statement of goals and priorities for the next two or
three years, both as a specific program and as part of a broader
university community. Please identify those programs which
must be preserved or improved as well as those which can be
considered for discontinuance. Be as specific and concise
as possible so that the objectives can be guidelines for program
devclopment,

2. Preparation of one paragraph statement on how program meets the
essential functions of the university.

3. Brief statement of external indications of program quality,
e.g., accrediting, departmental awards, achievement of graduates ,
grants, statements of support.
L 3

4, Statement of factors which may ianfluence future departmental
enrollment patterns in the program.

5. Estimate of portion of total departmental budget involved
in the program,
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Nebraska (cont.)

B. The Office of Institutional Research will send the following data
to departments to be routed to APC through the Deans as a part
of the report. Departments should feel free to conment on this
data and interpret it in the most useful way,

1. Estimates of degree costs, credit hour costs or other cost factors.
2, Course enrollment data indicating numbers and sources of students,
3. LEstimated enrollments,

C. These questions concern the entire department and need be answered
only once and not for cach program.

1. What competencics exist within your faculty which could or
should be utilized to extend cducational opportunities to
people of the State? What resources (such as released time
for further study or special cquipment) are needed to develop
thesc opportunities into functioning programs?

2. What competencies exist in the faculty to improve research
related to the Essential Functions of the University?

3. What competencies exist to enhance service to the State?
4. Are you aware of educational nceds of the citizens of the
State which are not now being met? How could the University

meet them?

D. APC will review and asscmble all preliminary data and forward it
to the Chancellor and Vice Chancellors.

E. The Chancellor, in consultation with APC, will detcermine the programs
for which the detailed analysis is to be done. Departments will be

notified through the Deans.

Procedure for Detailed Evaluation of Selected Programs

This procedure will be appliced to those programs sclected by the Chancellor
for a more detailed evaluation. The evaluation follows the guidelincs
approved in the Resource and Allocation Report approved by the Faculty
Senate and the Academic Management Model agreed to with the Legislative
Appropriations Committee.

Important: Not all items will apply to every unit. 1f a question does not
apply, please so indicate. There is no intent in this procedure to limit
flexibility, While some of the questions obviously refer to instruction,
most of the procedure applies at least equally to the research and service
functions of the University, Departments should feel perfectly free to

go beyond what we suggest as minimal and to structure the data in ways which
seem most useful to them., But in order to analyze departmental responscs,
some basic commonality of information and format nceds Lo be generated,

In the case of proposed new programs, as much of the pmjg{wd data as can
reasonably be supplied should be made available and procedlres similar to
those outlined herein should be followed,
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Much of the information requested is available through a variety of
university offices: Institutional Rescarch, Budget Office, Registrar,
etc. To the fullest extent possible, departments should use already
existing data sources. The entire report will be sent by the department
to the appropriate Dean for transmission to the Chancellor through

the Academic Planning Committce.

Fach program will complete the information listed below. The information
will be revicwed by a committee of peers who will provide an assessment
of overall quality, a basic component of the evaluation of the program.
The composition of the peer committees is deseribed at the end of the
list of data to be submitted,

A. Goals and Priorities

State the goals and priorities for the next two or three years, both as
a specific program and as part of a broader university community.
Please identify those parts of the program which must be preserved

and improved as well as those parts which can be considered for
discontinuance. Be as concise and specific as possible so that the
objectives can be guidelines for program development,

B. 1Is There A Need For The Program

1. Does the program respond to long-term societal issues (racial,
population, ecology, resources, etc.)? How?

2, Does the program respond to broad state or regional needs (agricultural,
industrial, cultural, etc.)? How?

3. To what extent does the program supplement and strengthen other
existing University programs? (e.g., does the program improve the
cultural/recreational envirvonment of the University?)

4. Is there adequate student interest and demand?

a, What arc the past and present enrol lment patterns? What are
future projections?

b, Could the interest and demand be met better or more cffectively
at other institutions or by restructuring existing related
programs ?

C. With regard to graduate and professional programs, what has
been the placement pattern of graduates upon graduation for
each of the past five-ten years?

d, If future projections are available, what are the probable
placement patterns for graduates over the next five/ten years?

5. To what extent does the program duplicate other programs
a. within the institution?
b. in other institutions?
5
4’

¢. Can any duplication that exists be justified?

y
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Could this program be maintained outside the Unijversity? Could
it be maintained as a cooperative venture with a program outside
the University?

What Is The Present Cost Of The Program?

Data will be supplied in the following catcgories:

1.

Budgetary data, including three-year analysis with percentages
of change in dollars and FTE for academic, administrative,
graduate assistants, office, hourly operating, equipment, non-
state funds, etc.

Basic non-budgetary statistics over three years, including:

a. Credit hours, contact hours, majors, ctc., and percentages of change

b. Level of credit hours, including lower class, upper class,
masters, Ph.D.'s, ctc., and percentages of change.

c. Others, including such items as Extension hours, etc.

Final analysis, including three-year figures and percentages of
change for costs and FIE per credit hour, contact hour, major,
graduate student, etc,

Is The Program Currently Or Potentially Of High Quality?
department will supply data in the follc ng categories:

Faculty, to include:

a. Detailed faculty profiles, including courses taught, advising
service, research, experience, cte.

b. Department profiles, including range of staff experience,
credentials, rank, pay, etc.

Instruction, to include:

a. Curriculum, including courses climinated, restructurced, added,
under experimentation, etc.

b. Teaching evaluation, including evaluation by students,
Students, includings

a. Objectives for students, including service students, majors,
graduates, etc,

b, Learning standards, including class size, teacher-student
ratios, requirements, etc.

¢. Profiles (primarily for majors and graduate students), including
pattern of courses, grades, etc.




: Nebraska (cont.)

4. Outside recognition, including accreditation, grants, departmental
hours, ctc,

>, What indications of quality are ecxhibited by placement and carecrs
of graduates’

6. What support services are available for this program?

E. Are Present Resources Adequate In The Light Of Your Stated Coals
And Priorities?

l. 1Is the present faculty adequate to provide this program? 1If not,
what additional faculty must be provided, and at what cost? W.aL
are the possibilities for retraining present faculty to provide
the needed faculty capabilities for this program?

2. What support services in terms of library, laboratories, computer
facilities, technicians. demonstration centers, TV and audio-visual aids,
computer assisted instruction facilities, etc., arc needed for
this program?

3. Are physical resources such as classrooms, offices, laboratories
adequate for the program? 1If not, what nceds are unmet?

4., Are instructional and research neceds adequately met? 1f not, what
is needed?

5. Are there sources of outside support for the program?

6. To what extent is the program constrained by other educational
programs not under your contral (e.g., by courses offered or not
offered by other departments, schools, or colleges)?

F. Does The Program Help Satisfy The "Purposes And Essentail Functions
Of The University" Document Passed By The Faculty Scnate On February 57
(Those questions originate from various parts of that document; they
may be put in context by referring to it. 1If a particular question
does not apply to the program or department being evaluated, please
indicate so,)

1. Has the department used resources and developed procedures for
optimizing class size, for <dmproving the quality of iastruction,
or for improving the advising system within this program? How?

2. How has the department used its resources to improve the quality
of research?

3. How has the department used resources and developed procedures to
enhance its service to the State?

4. Has the department investigated (and introduced, if appropriate)
naw educational practices and procedures?

5. How does the department recognize teaching excellence, based on
Q sound scholarship and crcative achievement, as a major criterion

ERIC for promotion, continuous ap g’ntment, and salary adjustment?
P v | .
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6. What cfforts have been made to serve a wider clientele in this
program through

a. recruiting ethnic minoritics and females?

b. designing an advising system to encourage these students to
complete their educational goals?

¢. providing easy access for those who wish to re-renter the system?

d. providing intellectual stimulation and cor*inual up-dating
of previous training for persons who have finished the major
portion of their education?

7. If this is a graduate program, what steps has your department
taken to strengthen it?

8. 1In case you do not have a graduate program, are your faculty members
provided an opportunity to participate in an interdisciplinary program?

9. How does your program relate to the extension functions of the University?

10. How is the program related to the natural and unique rcsources of
the State? 1Is it concerned with agriculture and rural development
or with allied programs?

11. If the program is a research program, how is it reclated to the
Essential Functions of the University?

12, If the program is a professional program, describe the manner by
and cxtent to which it depends on a liberal education base? 1Is
this base adequate? Why? 1n what ways could programs in the
arcas responsible for liberal education be modified to provide a
more suitable basc for the program?

13. 1f the program is vocational in nature, explain in detail its
relationship with a liberal education and the professional programs,

Detailed Evaluation of Selected Programs

DEPARTMENT PROGRAM

Please provide the information requested below with regard to the program
in the order listed. Attach an additional shect if necessdry, but try

to be brief and concise, Pleasc use the attached cost analysis form to
report the portion of the department budget involved in program. Send
the completed form to the Dean of your College, (This is Part A of

the screening procedure,)

l. Brief statement of goals and priorities for the next two or three
years, both as a specific program and as part of a broader University
community. Please identify thosec programs which must be preserved or
improved as well as those which can be considered for discontinuance.
Be as specific and concise as possible so that the objectives can be
guidelines for program development,
Q
[ERJ!: 2. Preparation of one paragraph statement on how program meets the
B ] esgsential functions of the University,




Nebraska (cont.)

3. Brief statement of external indications of program quality, C.8.,
accrediting, departmental awards, achievement of graduates, graats,
statements of support,

4. Statement of factors which wiy influence future departmental
enrollvent patterns in the program.

5. Estimate of amount (in dollars) of total departmental budget
involved in the program,

DEPARTMENT (OR INTERDEPARTMENTAL PROGRAM)

Please answer the following questions in the order listed. Departwments
need supply this information only once., Please be as specific as
possible. Scnd the completed form to the Dean of your College. (This
sheet refers to Part € of the screening procedure.)

1. What competencics exist within your faculty which could or should

be utilized to extend educational opportunities to people of the
State? What resources (such as relecased time for further study or
speical cquipment) are nceded to develop these opportunities in into
functioning programs?

2. What competencies exist in the faculty Lo improve rescarch related
to the Essential Functions of the University?

3. What competencies exist to enhance service to the State?

4. Are you award of educational needs of the citizens of Lhe State
which are not now being met? How could the University mect them?

SUGGESTIONS

Department of Program

Please use this form to make suggestions regarding the screening procedure,
Specific suggestions about wording changes, additional questions, data
supplied, etc. will be appreciated by Academic Planming Committee and

will be used to improve this procedure in the future.

ol
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New York

The tcw York State Education Department has conducted two recent
reviews of existing programs. In 1969 the Department began a review
of master's degrec programs for the purpose of preparing guidelines
and making recommendations to the Regents. More recently it has
reviewed selected doctoral programs.

Master Degree Review

Intensive planning for the survey began in the summer of 1969 with

. the development of a twenty-one page form designed to record data that

would reflect the character of New York State's naster's degree programs
(sce cxhibit 3 at cnd of New York section). Fifty-six of the cighty-

two institutions offering a master's degree in the state were selected
for the study representing a cross section of the state's institutions.

During the academic year 1969-70, information was collected by mail on
enrollments, admissions standards, student profiles, curricular content
and development, grading, the credentials, experience, assignments of
faculty members, and the adequacy of libraries and other facilities for
graduate study. Written assessments covering such matters as academic
advising, library services, the nature of the courses given in different
curricula, and the quality of instruction were obtained from a sampling
of ten per cent of the candidates at institutions with a total enroll-
ment in master's degree programs of fewer than five hundred, and five
per cent of the students where enrollments were five hundred or more.

Staff members from the Division of Higher Fducation, the Bureau of
Teacher Education, and the Division of Independent Study visited all
the institutions included in the project. Two or three persons spent
one or two days at each, accumulating additional information, and
gathering opinions from administrators, faculty, and students about
the nature of the master's degrees offered, and the outcomes presumed
to be achicved by programs lcading to them. A total of 544 curricula,
which included 55,602 courses taken, were examined in this way.

In addition, twenty-two of the visits were made by teams responsible

for the registration of college and university curricula. About half

the members of each team were consultants chosen because of their
competence in those fields sclected for special attention. During the
course of their visits, these teams scrutinized with particular care
each institution's methods of providing for the administration, staffing,
and support of undergraduate and graduate curricula in the selected
fields. Their reports were added to the information derived from other
sources; then all relevant material was reviewed by the staff of the
Bureau of College Evaluation.,

A report on this review was prepared in 1972 entitled Master's Degrees
in the State of New York 1969-70.

Doctoral Education Review

In January, 1972, the Regents announced the appointment of a Regents
Commission or Doctoral Education which was given the charge to make

23
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New York ((.‘t\ul_'.)

recommendations to the Regents for developing policy to meet present

nceds and to guide the future development of doctoral cducation.

The

conmission was chaired by Robin W. Fleming, President of the University

of Michigan,

Other members of the commission were Robert A. Alberty,

dean, school of science, Massachusctts Institute of ‘lechnology; Germaine
Bree, Vilas professor of French and permanent member, Institute for
Rescarch in Humanitics, University of Wisconsin; Thomas F. Joncs, Jr.,
president, University of South Carolina; Edward M. Kresky, vice president,
Wertheim and Company; John P. Miller, professor of cconomics and director,
Institution for Social and Policy Studies, Yale University; and Frederick

P. Thieme, president, University of Colorado.

T. Edward Hollander,

Deputy Commissioner of Higher and Professional Education, New York State
Education Department, scrved as executive secretary of the conmission,
and Vernon Ozarow, director, Office of Scicnce and Technology, New York
State Education Department, scrved as staff director for the study,

The commission had five formal mectings during the year, complemented

by individual confercnces.

At two of these meetings, in the spring

and fall of 1972, the commission met with the chief exccutive officers
and other representatives of the State's doctoral granting institutions
to discuss the progress of the study with them and to solicit their

observations.

In addition, the Regents Advisory Council for Graduate

Education, comsisting of many of the graduate deans of the State's
universities, was kept informed of the study's progress and their

obszrvations, tou, were sought.

The recommendations of the commission in its final report to the Regents

included the following:

Recommendations

(0y The Regente should regard all the dodctoral pro-
grams ot hoth the public and prcate wsttations as con.
stitutng toge ther an interpelated sy stem Jor doctoral edy.
calion,

"ne . . . .
”N' CoNMission ullhnlo 1~ I|l|- n'lulllllll'lul.lllnn to IM'

fundanu ntd Dactogal cducation Laces e abundance of
complex probleme at thic e and ite prpaselal coondi-
nation at the State devel i eseential if New Yok e 1o
presesve and strengthen its posion in thic vital area of
hizher education.

The Regente. as the responsibile agenoy at the State
level for coopdinating the planning of higher edueation,
should take <teps 1o incure that all the State's do toral
prozrams imfividually and colleciely, are of the Ingh-
est quality, that they are pursued with ecunomy  and
efficiency, and that socseconomic and enltigal hariiers
o acress are eliminated, The other recommendations of
the commiission are directed essentially tosard the 1ealis
zation of thee goals,

(2) The Regents should have o general policy of con.
cenlrating programs at s« relatively hmited nnmber of ins
Shuudions in the interest of both highest quality and the
most efficient and economical use of limits ! resourees,
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An inereasing body of information indieates that hoth
high quality and economied of <cale are pencralty found
in inshintions which have a maor cammitinent o doc.
toral edncation wid which have subgantial prostams in
related Delds, The advantaze of mutual <apport of ree
lated programs wherein then physical and fianeial re.
soutees, and the ifiteress, hoow lw';u', and compretend T
of faculty and <udems are <hased is hest reabized by
conoentrating these proccams at a relaticely fonited nume
ber of institutions. AU the <ame time, in a state as large
and diverse a~ New York, due consideration must abao

he given to regional needs,

(3) The Regents should establish special commitices to
review the quality of and necd for doctoral programs in
selected  duiseiphnary  areas. Only progoms meeting
standurds of present o1 potential high quality, and need
should be offered,

This reconunendation strecses the patmmnount impor-
tance of quality and need in doctoral education, Ouly
programs aneeting standards of high quality and need
shonld bewustained Fven those programs which hereto.
fore have foen revanded as being of suflicient quality re.
quite setions reviese ol this e of lanited resoinaes and
new estimates of need, Tlowever dithoult and chablenging
o task this secommendation presents, the problans it ad-
diesses must nevertheless be faced,




The commission recommmends, first, that the Resents
appoint evaluation committee - in the diseiplinary areas
they wish to <tihy amd charee them with evaluatine the
programs aceonding to specied criteria and proaedues,
Mhe commission behieses that oo duations e odnaaily
Fest mude I wrneups composed primanily of peers in the
disviphnay wea These peers shoald he primmily fiom
oul.of state, aepresent hoth the academie and  nonaca.
demin sector~, and include recent doetonal ziaduates.

The commtiees should cploy comhinations of objec.
tive aml judamental eviters in making theiv evabuations,
The v eitenia should refleet the joint sequirements of high
quality. and need Amonz the <pecific factors that must
he considered are quality of <stwdent~, scholarly achieve
ment of facnlty, availababity ol Labomaters and hlbray fa-
cilities, sircess in graduating enrolled <tadents. financial
suppnt, the supenvision and guidance of <tudents, and
the need for cach program and it appropriateness for
studenty career aspirations.

Within the context of this 1eport, “need for programs”
uas severitl connotations. §t includes the need o sustain
the expansion and transmission of knowledge o even the
mast r~oterie field<; the neal to produce shilled man-
power for employment in industry. education, govern-
ment. or other sedtors: the need 1o develop understand-
ing and methedologies that may be used to deal with
sacietal problems: and the need for new forms and 1y pes
of programs in ductoral education. The evaluative proce.
dure ~hould give weight to these several aspeets of need
according to the special charadter of cach discipline. As-
seasments of need should be malde on regional, statewide,
and national bases, again according to the special char-
acter of each discipline.

.

Consideration of the “appropriatencss of programs for
students” career aspirations" has penerally not been em.
phasized enough in the evalnation of doctoral programs,
The practice in most fields has been primarily 1o prepare
scholars fur research oriented caveers in universities. ‘The
sharp contraction of the academie mahet and conse-
quent greater likelihood of employment in other sectors
and in new kinds of work activity necessitate muvh
closer examination of the purposes and processes of doc-
toral education.

The commission recommends, second, that on the
basis of the committeew’ reports and recommendations.

the Regente chould give consideration 1o which peo-
grams should be wstained. placed on probation. or in
case of serious deficiency. deresistered. Probation of a
program should be for & period of 3 years, at the end of
which time its statas should be reviewed. The yuestion of
withdrawal of 1egisteation presemts ditheult and painful
problems for all concemed. When a program that fails
to meet ctandards s been identified. the cammisagon
recommends that the Regemts, in consuliation with the
institwtion affected, arranpe for ity phasing om over a
@ wonahle period of time with due consideration for the
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New York (cont.)

The pationln atewide  evaluations  recommended
here e envisaged s prt of the cunrent <peciad 1.
the-
Stte. The conmmmission veosmizes, of o that the

imatien aned rervalnation of dactogal ol Whon o
veeular teviw of preeosnns to o nantan aandards inoall

ared~ of ddoctond sty 5+ b continmnge tak of the
The
mend- that the Department take the same s tione prin-
posed heve with rczand to apport aml segictation of all
doctoral programs on the basic of their 1evies and as.

sessment.

State Education Departine e Commission 1evom

LIV Aeie York State hould lend its Jinaucial support in
both the public and pricate sectors saly to programs
meeting the siadards o) cvisting or potcitad bigh qual-
iy, and need. Prosrams withont these qualifivations
should not he supportid.

The commission believes it is mssential that financial
support of programs In the State be previded odectively
on the hasis of qualie: and need. At g time when re.
sources are constrained aad when review and geevalua.
tion are walchwaords in Jortoral edueation, the State
should not expend vesonrees on programs which do not
meet standands of hich quality. and need. Thewe TN
would be mnch move effective of reatlocated 10 the <up.
port of those programs that do meet <uch <tandan d.

The private institutions” main source of State funds je
Bundy aid. Pre<ent practice ealls for awards 10 be made
for docoral degrees pranted from alf revistered  pro-
grams. The commission recommends that awards be
made only for degiees geanted from individual prozrams
that meet the dandarils determined by the Rerents. Pro.
grams on probation would alse warram support

The commision also recommende that hnancial sup-
port for doctoral edwe ation in the pullic institations he
given onlv ou a selective basis to approved prosrams. I
addition, the present funding formula for doctoral educa-
tion in public institutions. which rests onr enrollmeunt,
<hould he madified 10 incorporate a factor based upon

awarded desrece 1 is uped that the Legivature and
Governar atharize funde o, support of only theer pro.

grams et the stndards of high quality. and need.

0 New York State shonld strengthen its support of all
programs that meet the sfandards of hich yualivy and
i "’/.

Fhis recommendation - advanced i

1ecornition of
the need for the Sate 1o make an

nngnalihed commit.
meat to st s heh qualing and goecdel jrecrams in
dowtonal il ation Su prozems are {oand in both the
prublic amd pov e in ttutions Many of thee inshitutions
are ntional and internatinal pesearch enters drawing
flent aned noney 10 New Yok, enhancing: s e onomie
teselapmeat, amd iakiag avwlable there

and talenty for pee

MLADY e olrees
by imdustry and gosernment.
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Phe comanission recommends that the programs at the
public indtitutions mecting the <tandarde of quality and
peed Do adoquately <opporscd, The <elecnn e fanding of
onlv s pia; rans s these, as Callod o n recommen.
dation b, woubl allew for the concettaaon oF .
sourees o ancrease thewr sapport 1 is stongh recom-
mended that the State and New Yk Cinv make g
vommitiment bionsue that the progeam< i then insti.
tons that et the standagds o! wuality and need tha
have Dbeen devedopeld are <ustained witl, adequate sup-
poct Beis ueeed that the Levislatue and Governor au-
thorize these funeds, .

Procvams of qualinn and need <hould aleo be “Lp-
perted at New  Yark's prnate institntions Thees
histonicodiy b produced most of the State's doctorat <
awd will continne 1o da <o the foresieable e, In
view of their fmportance o doctorl edacation in New
Yok the commission belives that the e ol of Bundy
ad cqubd be doubled from th prresent Jevel 032400 per

st or approvimaten S 00 per e per FIE <e,

denty without varsing <erions questtons of ite being dis.
prepotioniate to the Stte's and s cubwention of docs
toral programs in public amiverdities, The award of

-~ =Hundyv aid onlv o qualifiqd prociams as called for in

recommendation i 1 would allow for the concentration
of resonrces in thei ~uppoit.

16) The Regents should <ponsor increaved cooperation
und  coordination i doctoral education by the institu.
bons within the Stage,

In order to de<izn and promote purposeful interinsti-
Wtional conperation i as many wine ae possible, the
commiission tecommends that the Repente direct the es-
tablishment of connmittees ol tepresentatives in the van-
ious disaplinary areas from the State’s doctor al inetitu-
ions. The  commision believes that cach  committee
should be given a <pecific chanee and be vequired to <l
mit a report of its efforts. ‘This <wetem of commitic e
should provide oppmtunities for hoth public and private
instituticas to achieve improved qualits. ¢ onomy. and
student opportunity  This cooperation may proceed on a
variets of levels: between tdicidual inetitution-, 1eon.
ally. aatewide, and interstate. as the bet apportunities
mav appea,

7 The Regents chould innre that doctoral education
at ol institutions within the State he aceessible 1o all
qualificd New York students. Economic and cultnral bar.
riers to the realization of this goal showdd be elininared.

Thic 1ecommendation has a number of facers, but jts
essenee s that access o doctoral  dueation muat be
equally available o all qualified students at all ihe insti-
tutions, both pnbliec and private, within the State, The
commission recommends that the Regents in<uge that
economic and cultural barriers do nol prevent the yeali-
@ “on of this goal.

New York (cont.)

In fusthetanee of this objective the commissjan recom-
mends that differences m mition between the public and
private institutions be considered 1o prevent i eco-
nomic factor frow limiting students’ vange of opportuni-
ties for doctoral education. The finandial grants to bhe
provided New York <udents in such a new progiam to
achieve this ohjective <hould he based on need. bt devis-
ing formulac for this purpose, however, these prants
should not. when coupled with Buudy aid to the private
institutions, exceed the limits e<tablished by the public
cost subvention for doctoral education at the publie indti-
tutions,

In addition. the commission recommend. il sen and
minority zroup membership be eliminated as barici~ to
enrollmen’ in doctowal programs for qualibied stud: nts,
The Rew

that woinen a.

urged to continue their efforts 1o ineure

ets heretofore excluded by those bag-
riers have full oppontunite to seeme doctoral educalion
so that they mav ~ubsequently paiticipate more widely in
society in all those activities requiting such preparation.

(8) The Regents should require that, as part of the
1971 Stateride Master Plan, 1) ogress Report, all the dog-
toral-grant® nstitutions be required 1o review their
doctoral programs from the pownt of view of determiming
anete their purpose, place, and need in overall mytity-
tional plans. .

This recommendation is marde lo emphasize the re-
sponsibility and opportunily institutions have, paiticu-
larlv at this time and in conjunction with this specific
sturdy, 1o review their plans with respect to doctoral pro-
grams. The review <hould include consideration of the
mimy fectonrs that have been discuseed 1 this 1eport.
suchas the qualin of and need for doeto; al prograie,
bt <hould also conseley the telative mportance of these
doctoral ollerings to the institutions mverall programs.
The compiission i paticularly sensitive to the need for
mshtutions to reconsider the heneits of aloation of 1e.
~ources 1o doctorg] programs o~ compaed with other
needs on the campus,

Tamay be il that such veviews are part of the regu-
I onzoing business of an institution and indeed it
expected that this is <o, The neason for emphasizing it at
this punctnie s that within the content of the vecommen.
dations praposed in this tepotl o sendheant ato phoere
for champe W senerated, ‘The opportanity for eflecting

such change where warnanted, <hogld not be Jost

(N The Comprsstoner of Education should  end the
moratorimm o new doctoral procrams e tewdy g0
unplenrent citterig und procedures that will iusure that
wey new programs fully meet rigorous standards af po-
tential quality, and need,
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New York (cont.)

The commission recommends an end to the morato-
tium under the condition stated. They 1ecommend that
procedutes be established that ae appropriate 1o apph
crteria for new proprams: ¢by The program most e
a defimite, stionge commitment for support from it nsti-
twtion: 121 the proposed progiam <hould give definite
promise of as high or neher qualite: than existing pro
atams iu the same fiell. o3 the weed for the program
wust be ety demonstiated: and b the impact of the
new proznun oo existing programs in the same held
<houbd be anabyzed <o that overall statew ide strengths are
preservedd,

These recommendations have prompted reviews of all doctoral departments
in eighteen major subject areas including chemistry, history, english,
physics and astronomy. The reviews have been carried out through a
process of on-site reviews by out-of-state experts. The reports by the
out-of-statec experts have been evaluated by another outside committee
as well as by the Council of Graduate Deans. Both groups have sub-
sequently made recommendations to the commissioner. The commissioner's
recommendations have not been made public as of this date.

A key aspect of the New York doctoral reviews has been the use of con-
sultants. The following are the guidelines for consultants in preparing
their evaluation reports.

ERIC
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New York (cont,)

GUIDELINES FOR CONSULTANTS' EVALUATION REPORTS

As you know, a number of independent teams of consultants are
making site visits to evaluate doctoral programs in the State, In order
that subsequent comparisons may be made by the rating committecs on as
common & basis as possible, the stricture and guidelines listed below are
provided for the evaluation reports. The questions posed in cach general
subject area are not intended to constrain any further coverage or
discussion you wish to include.

In reviewing and rating the programs in each discipline, the
rating committee is presented with the material submitted by each department
in response to the questionnaire, the consultants report, and the institution's
response to the consultants' report. While other material (national ratings,
previous studies, etc.) may be available to the committee and may be included
in their deliberations, gencrally the single most important "non-partisan®
document is the chairman's report submitted by the visiting consultant team.
Since, in many cases ,this paper will be the major basis for the program
rating, it is absolutely crucial that it contain as much documentation and
specific evidence as possible, and that it be written in as dry and "“objective"
& manner as possible. 1t is also very important that any personnel recom-
mendations, recommendations about future directions, administrative and
financial matters be made in a covering (confidential) letter rather than
in the body of the report. This letter will be geont to the president of

the institution, but will not be an official part of the report or available
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New Voorke coont,)

to the department ., 1t will be avatlable to the rating committee,  (Since
the result of the cvaluaton may tm out to be placement in catogory 2 or
3 (provisfonally acecptatl. and uacoeptable, vespectis ely) it s advisable
to avold words of prafsc, vhich are sure to be pointed out as justification
for placement in eategory 1, acceptable.)

The report should be a desaiiption of the prosently existing
stiengths and seaknesses of the prowram. 1t should ot conte w8 prograu
rating, but should rctleet the hiph wtandards against which the department
w11l cventnally be measured,  Onle preprams of high quality or potential
high gualfty which meet the needs o socfety and o1 the discipline will be

maintained.

Points to be Covered in the Report

I. Program
" (1) Does this program lcad to a broad, w11 integrated knowledge of
the discipline?

(2) Is it realistic In terwms of taculty, tactlitics, tfinancial support,
institutlional commf{tment, students and the cmploywent market ?

IT. Program Structure

(1) Are the reguirements (courses, language, dissertation) appropriate
for a high quality program? Arc they suitable to the program?

(2) Are the carcer goals of the students sufffcieritly taken into account?

(3) Is there appropriate adviscnent and counseling with respect to
future employment?

(4) 1s the breadth of coverage well provided for by the faculty and
other resources avarlable? 1s thore sutficient support for this
program by, other rc¢lated ones at the instftution?

(5) What has beecn the evaluation ol the program over recent vears? Has
it been extensive and critical enough to effect the necessary
maintenance of standards or {mprovement?

. 59

LRIC

)
| “~




111,

1V.

New York (cont.)

Program Financial Support

(1) 1Is the amount of financi{al support available sufficient to provide
for the sustenance of the program at high quality?

(2) How does the amount and kind of support reflect upon others'
perception of its quality?

Faculty

(It is particularly important that the detailed basis {or your judguent
of faculty quality in each area or subdiscipline be included here.)

(1) Wwhat is the caliber of research and publication? How important
to the field is the work being done?

(2) 1s the faculty generally recognized nationally, by appointment to
national honorary bodies, committee work, editorial service or by
other recognition?

(3) 1s the faculty's knowledge and understanding of their areas
thorough, up-to-date and broad? Are they enthusiastically involved
in their work? Do they project their enthusiasm?

(4) What is the caliber of the teaching? 1Is excellence in teaching a
major consideration in decisions on salary, promotion and tenure?

(5) what is the caliber of advisement?

(6) How do the students rate the faculty as teachers, advisors and
research leaders?

Students

(1) 1s there an adequate supply of qualified students? Are the admission
criteria stiff enough to keep out all but the most able? 1Is there
enough financial support to attract the best students in competition
with other institutions?

(2) If the institution has a special interest in developing the
academically disadvantaged through provisional admissions or other
methods, are the ultimate standards for performance of such students
equal to the normal standards? How soon are unsuccessful students
weeded out?

(3) 1s the rate of progress of students to their degrees satisfactory?

If not, why not? 1s the rate of attrition too great? 1f so, what
is its cause?

(4) Do the students interact and stimulate each other?
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I.

II.

(5)

(o)

(7)

(8)

tHew torls fcont )

Are adequate advisement and guldance avatlable for students with
regard to emplovment possibflft{es and opportunities? If not, how
18 {t lacking? Ave students provided with enough and supervised
teaching experfence? Do thelr teaching assiygnments contribute
eftectivelv Loward their mastery of the field?

Does the record of employment placement of graduates cerrespond to
the Institutional objectives and type of program? [f not, what are
the differences?

what is the level of pexformance required on courses, quali{fying
and candfdacy exams? What {s the caliber of dissertations (by
area) completed during the past tfve years?

What specffic attention {s befng given to recruiting minority
students? Are there specfal funds avallable for such students?
What success hag there been in this effort?

Facilities and Services

(1)

(2)

Are the facilitifes and services generally adequate for the purposes
of the program? If not, what particular {nadequacies do you see?
What are the limitatfons of the library holdings in each sub-digct-
pline in which graduate seminars are offered and {n which disserta-
tions are directed?

Are they adequate for the future plans of the department?

General Comments and Suggestions

Please make any comments regarding aspects of the program not covered
in this review which you think should be described.

Points to be Covered {n Confidentfal Letter to President

Program and Prngpm Structure

9 )

(2)

(3)

Does the U.S, need students at this level, {n these areas, at
this time?

Is this program taking into account the way the discipline is
moving?

How do the program's history and plans refiecc upon its viabflity
and growth?

Program Financfal Support

(1)

(2)

Is it likely that adequate financial support will continue to be
available to the program from external sourcese?

Is institutional support firmly envugh committed for the progras
to continue at high qualftiy?
6i




New York (cont.)

111. Faculty

(1) what i8 your evaluation of Lenure and recruitment practices?

(2) Has the department been successful in its faculty recruitment and
retention goals?

IV. General Comments

(1) How is this program rated by the institution as compared with
its other programs?

(2) What are this program's notable strong and weak points?

Procedure for Transmittal of Chairman's Report and Confidential Letter

When yYou have arrived at consensus on the report and the letter,
you are asked *o send bo:h to us for transmittal to the institution. We will
send the report as a draft to the Graduate Dean and ask him to comment on
any factual errors, i1.e., number of faculty, volumes in library, etc. Any
suggested corrections will be transmitted to you for inclusion in the report
if you are willing to accept them. The corrected report will then go as the
official document to the president along with the confidential letter for
his official response.

We hope to have your report within 3 weeks of the site visit. The
institution has one week to respond to factual errors and two weeks to
respond to the final document. Please note that all transmittals go through

our office; nothing goes directly to the institution.




South Carolina (Commission on Higher Education)

The Commission on Higher Education began a review of graduate programs in
1973. Programs were selected for review based on a simple test of "low
average degree production' of one doctorate or two masters degrees per
year, on a six year average. As a result of this criteria nearly half of
the existing graduate programs which had been in place prior to 1968 were
thus called into question. All required reports are now in and a staff
analysis is currently being prepared for review by a newly-established
Standing Committec on Academic Program Development.

It is important to note that the criteria were used only to call prograas
into question, not to recommend discontinuation on those grounds only. 1t
is anticipated that a few programs of marginal utility will be voluntarily
eliminated,

North Dakota (State Board of Higher Education)

The Board of Higher Education does not have formal procedures for reviewing
existing programs. They do have a Board Cirriculum Committece comprised of

two of their seven board members. The committee meets intermittently with
representatives of the Board Office and various groups from the state colleges
and universities. More often they meet with the deans. During these dis-
cussions they also review the class sizes in thc varidus subject areas and
seek justification for the continued operation of small classes.

Tennessee (Higher Education Commission)

Tennessee does not have established procedures for the review of existing
programs. They have reviewed programs that had low enrollments and/or

few degree graduates. They have also reviewed programs that had much
higher than average cost per student or per credit hour. The original
method utilized for these reviews was to ask the institutions to indicate
why their programs productivity was low in output or high in cost, or both;
what they planned to do about it and to develop the report based on thesc
responses which were shared with members of the legislature, the Governor
and the general public. This procedure has resulted in a consolidation of
a number of small programs and the elimination of a few. :
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New Jersey (Department of Higher Education)

The Department of Higher Education is now in the process of conducting an
extensive review of 120 existing graduate programs in the six older state
colleges of New Jersey.

The purpose of the review is to secure expert judgment and information
about the programs, so that all of them might achieve a high level of
quality and be sustained with adequate resources.

There are now onc hundred and twenty graduate programs in six New Jersey

State Colleges. Almost all are Master's programs, many of them in teacher
education, several in other professional areas, and a few in the traditional
arts and sciences. Although no one can reasonably expect a reversion to

the feverish growth of graduate studies that occurred ten to twenty ycars

ago, it is possible that the review of State College graduate programs might
suggest selective increases as well as some decreases in program authorizations,
course offerings, and enrollments. But until the review is substantially
completed it will not be clear where the greatest need and the best poten-
tiality for sustained high quality might be.

Evaluation of programs is carried out by consultants who are recognized
scholarly and professional authorities, knowledgeable about education in
their fields, and capable of making constructive suggestions for improving
programs. Consultants are chosen jointly by the Department and the Colleges.
Recommendations of persons to serve as consultants come from professional

and scholarly associations as well as from the Colleges and the Department.

These nominations are then discussed and agreed upon by faculty and by
College and Department officials.

The procedures and the standards of judgment which govern the review are
described in a document entitled "Developing and Strengthening Graduate
Programs in New Jersey State Colleges". It was formulated by an Ad Hoc
Committee of representatives from the State Colleges, chaired by Dr.
Robert Birnbaum, former Vice-Chancellor of the Department. The document
was approved by the Council of State Colleges and the Board of Higher
Education. The. review is being coordinated for the Department through the
Office for State College Programs and is monitored by the Committee on
Graduate Programs of the Council of State Colleges.

Criteria For Selecting Consultants

*1. recognized authorities in their fields
2. knowledgeable about and concerned with education in their fields

3. 1likely to understand readily the role and problems qf state
colleges

4. 1likely to help faculty and other develop constructive sug-
gestions for improving programs

5. likely to appreciate the merits of differing opinions and
approaches in a field
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*6. not related tu the institution offering the program for evaluation
and not associated with any educational institution in New Jersey

7. not primarily associated with an institution from which a signifi-
cant percentage of the program's faculty received their professional
training

8. free of any other personal, institutional or ideological obliga-

tion that might be supposed in the normal case to affect impartiality
of judgment

* Items marked with an asterisk are taken verbatim from '"Procedurcs
for Evaluation of State College Graduate Programs", Item 2,
paragraph b. These are critcria of eligibility, and presumably no
exceptions would be made cxcept in the c¢learest case, with general
consent, when no suitable alternative is available. The other
criteria raisc more difficult questions of interprctation, but
might be considered important criteria of desirability.
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DEVELOPING AND STRENGTHENING GRADUATE
PROGRAMS IN NEW JERSEY STATE COLLEGES

During the past five years, an intensive and sustained
effort has successfully changed the undergraduate mission of
the State Colleges of New Jersey from that of preéaring teachers
and other school personnel to that of multi-purpose institutions
with a mixture of programs in the arts and sciences, professional
education, allied health, and the emerging technicual fields.

An essential element in the development of these institutions
is the strengthening of existing programs and initiation of new
departures at the masters degree level consistent with the Master
Plan for Higher Education in New Jersey. To assist in this
process, the Board of Higher Education has approved a procedure
for systematic and analytical review of all State College graduate
programs.

After a college has successfully completed the review
process, the Board will permit the college to increase enrollment
in approved programs, will increase faculty-support levels to
those planned for similar programs at the State University, and
will permit the establishment of new graduate programs in those
areas justified by need and supported by adequate resources.

The attached materials indicate the bases for this process.
The evaluation procedures to be followed are indicated in

Procedures for Evaluation of State College Graduate Programs.

Since the procedures rely heavily upon the use of
outside consultants, a protocol for consultants has been prepared

entitled Guidelines for Consultants for State College Graduate

Programs. The general criteria against which
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programs will be evaluated are contained in the document

A
Standards for the Development and Evaluation of Graduate Programs

in New Jersey Colleges and Universities as supple-

mented by the document The Evaluation of Graduate Programs in

the State Colleges of New Jersey,

The evaluation program itself is administered by the Depart-
ment of Higher Education in cooperation with the State Colleges
and monitored by a standing Committee on Graduate Programs of
the Council of State Colleges. This Committee also serves as a
forum in which more general issues of graduate education arising
out of the evaluation effort can be discussed.

In addition to the materials indicated in the attached
documents, evaluation will also consider analyses prepared by
the colleges for each program containing data related to employ-
ment opportunities and manpower shortages in those fields in
which these are applicable considerations, and the number of
qualified applicants and available spaces for each of the previous
Years in which the program has been offered.

The ultimate objective of this review program is the
establishment and continuation of graduate programs of high
quality, responsive to student and public needs, and supported
at an appropriate level which will place New Jersey in a leader-

ship position in the provision of masters level education.

6!




E

N

ACADEMIC PROGRAM CONTROL N THE STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF FLORIDA

In response to the many inquiries ahout procedurcs foilowcd in implement ing
academic program control within the State University Syatem of Florida, Dr. Allan
Tucker, V' -c cnwincellor for Academic Attairs, has prepate. o following < omnary,

Hisrorical Background; Ddevelopment of the State University System

In 1905, the Florida Legislature established three state-supported institutions
of higher learning, one in Gainesville for men, anotner in Tallahassee for women,
and a third in Tallahassee 10r the black population,  These three institutions.,
which viere placed under the qovernance of 4 single lay Board of Control, have since
become the institutions known respectively as the University of Florida, Floridg
State University, and Florida A and M University. Although several junior culliges
were established between 1905 and 1960, no additional state universities were foundea
during this period. However, in the twelve-year span between 1960 and 1972, six new
state universities were opened--an average of one new university every two years.
Along with the three original institutions, the six new universities were placed
under a single governing board. These nine state univer.ities comprise the State
University System of Florida. The single lay board governing all nine was statu-
torily reorganized in 19(% to become the present Florida Board of Regents, and con-
sists of nine individuals, each appointed by the Governor for a nine-year term.

The schedule for appointing kegents is such that each year onc Regent completes his
or her nine-year term and another is appointed as a replacement,

The responsibilities of the Board of Regents include the determination of the
role and scope of each of the nine institutions, the development of policies for
governing their activities, the establishmont and placement of degree programs In
the State University System in such a way as to avoid unnecessary duplication, and

Q
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the control of supporting educational functions and operations. The Board of
Regents is also charqed with the responsibility of preparing an annual State Uni-
versity System budget request for submission to the Legislature. The Leg.slature
determines the budget which will be approved for the Ltate University System and
makes a lump sum appropriation to the Board of Regents for this amount. The Board,
in turn, allocates budget to each of the nine universities under its jurisdiction.
The special issue of MEMO, dated November 1973, describes in general terms, quide-
lines and procedures for generating university allocations.

Currently, there are 28 State-supported junior and community colleges located
throughout the State of Florida, each under the jurisdiction of its own local board
rather than all of them under a single governing agency, such as the Board of
Regents. The activities of the junior colleges are coordinated by a State Board
of Community and Junior Colleges. Because of the existence of these junior col-
leges, four of the nine state universities were c¢stablished as upper division in-
stitutions, {.e., they have no freshman or sophomore clas<es. They admit only
junior college graduates or equivalents into the junior ye1r and provide the final

two years of baccalaureate programs, as well as selected master's programs, and in
the case of one university, a doctoral program in educatifon. In 1971 an Articula-
tion Agreement between the state universities and the public junior colleges in
Florida was developed, requiring all state universities to admit to their upper
divl§tons any applicant who had graduated with an Associate of Arts degree from a
Florida public Junior college. Also, the agreement stipulated that academic credits
earned In obtaining the Associate of Arts degree be accepted for transfer.
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The Board of Regents employs a staff headed by a Chancellor, who serves as th?
chief executive officer of the State University System. He, together with severai
vice chancellors and a staff of approximately 100, including professional edu=:a-
tors, technical and secretarial personnel, manages the State University System on a
day-to-day basis in accordance with policies established by the Board of Regents
and the Legislature. Responsibilities for planning and developncnt in specific
areas, such as academic affalrs, fiscal affairs, and con<truction, are delegated
to appropriate vice chancellors.

The State University System of Florida is analogous to a large multi-campus
institution of higher learning. Each of the nine universities in the System is
headed by a president, who is responsible to the Chancellor and the Board of
Regents. The presidents have their own respective complements of vice pre<idents,
deans, and campus administrators. In Florida, the nine campuses of the System do
not have a common name, as is the case in other states, such as the University of
California System or the State University of New York System. Each state univer-
sity in the Florida System has its own unique name.

Academic Program Control

In 1969, the Board of Regents published a document entitled, Comprehensive
Development Plan (CODE) of the State University System of Florida, 1989-1980.  The
document describes "in broad design the current operation of the State University
System, sets forth in general terms the future goals of the System, and outlines
the policies and procedures to be followed in attaining the stated goals.' One
such goal is to provide maximum educational opportunities for the citizens of
Florida, without unnecessary duplication or proliferation of program.. Since this
implies formalized academic program contro) and coordination, the responsibility
for developing necessary implementation procedures was delegated by the Chancellor
to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affdirs. There is no need here to provide de~
tailed justification as to why academic program control is necessary. Rather, It
is sufficient to recognize that the extent to which academic program control is
exercised is directly correlated with the financial resources available, student
demand, societal needs for individuals with specific competencies and skills, the
job market, and faculty aspirations. The priorities established by a single insti-
tution within the System for the offering of specific programs may not necessarily
coincide with the priorities of the System as a whole. Moreover, the Legislature
takes into consideration the many and diverse needs of the entire state, and within
the framework of available state resources, determines the allocation to be given
to the State University System. Only academic program control on a systemwide
basis can function with such a statewlide perspective.

The nine state universities in Florida are general purpose universities and
serve the citizens of the reqions in which they are Jocated. Not only do these
universities have similar general purpose roles which dictate a commonality in pro-
gram of ferings, but in addition, each is charged with -pecitic purposes and roles,
which in turn, imparts a characteri«tic uniqueness. Thus, some universities have
programs in certain disciplines which are not of fored by the others. As generdl
purpose institutions serving citizens in their respective regions, each institu-
tion is authorized to offer high cCenard, low cost programs at the baccalaureate
level in the arts and sciences, educalion, and business administration. This is
considered necessary duplication. |If 4 university wishes to offer high cost, low
demand programs at the baccalaureate !evel in the thiee broad discipline areas
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mentioned above, or baccalaureate programs in other areas, or 4ny master's or
doctoral level programs in any discipline, authorization must bLe obtained from the
Board of Regents. Cuarsently, all of the Ph.D, proarams avaiial'e in the “late Unij-
versity System excepl «even are offered by two universities, six are offered at a
third institution, and one doct “al program at a fourth. Board of Regents approval
i~ also necessary before a un  ersity may offer curricula and confer degrees in
professional programs. ~uch as medicine, law, engineering, architecture, social
work, etc.

in 1969, when CODE was first published, program projections were made on the
assumption that enrollments would continue to increase in future years at the same
rate as in past years. The CODE document contains quantitative and qualitative
criteria which universities are required to meet in order Lo be eligible to apply
for permission to otfer either master's or doctoral level programe«. These criteria
were based on the assumption that any university able to meet the criteria had at-
tained the critical mass necessary to offer the next highest level degree in the
discipline. For example, to be eligible for the proposing of a master's level pro-
gram in a given discipline, the university must have conferred an average of ten
baccalaureates per year over the previous three years; and for a doctoral program,
an average of five master's degrees or equivalent per year over the previous three
years. In addition, quantitative criteria were developed regarding the number of
faculty with specific competencics required to teach in the graduate programs being
prcposed. Qualitative criteria, always more difficult to develop, were also in-
cluded in the requirements universities must fulfill to be eligible to apply for
authorization to offer any new degree program. These criteria are described in
detail in the CODE document. Of course, a university also needed to justify its
proposed program in terms of societal needs, availability of jobs for graduates of
the program, etc. However, the biggest hurdle confronting any university when pro-
pPosing a new program was demonstrating the presence of the necessary critical mass
to enable offering the proposed program with minimal added resources.

Since 1969, when these criteria were developed, several unanticipated situa-
tions occurred. Although enrollments in the System as a whole increased slightly,
enrollments in some universities remained the same or decreased from the previous
enrol lments. Concurrently, the economic conditijons of the state and nation changed
resulting in fewer johs available in industry, state agencics, and educational
institutions for university graduates at all levels. The Legislature began to de-
mand accountability for monies expended, effort of faculty and staff, the quality
of university programs, and the employability of university graduates. Correspond-
ingly, the resou/ces appropriated to the State University System by the Legislature
were less than expected. The University System and its member universities were
forced to re-evaluate their entire operations, and in some cases, to modify their
respective lists of priorities.

In spite of the profound changes described above, many of the younger univer-
sities were still able to meet the critical mass requirements <tated in the 1969
CODE document, which made them eligible to apply for authorization to offer new
graduate degree programs. Since most of the new state universities were opened
within a twelve-year period, all seemed to meet the critical mass criteria at ap-
proximateiy the same time. Consequently, in 1970 the Board of Regents reczived re-
quests for authorization from the younger universities to initiate 65 new doctoral
level programs--a proposed increase by almost 70 percent beyond the number of Ph.D.

0
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programs available in the State University System at that time. |t became evident
that meeting the criteria contained in the CODE document, including the acquirinrg
of critical mass, could no lonaer remain the primary justification far Board of
Regents authoriration of new doctoral programs. Since 1967, the following steps
were taken by the Board ot Reyents to provide additional acadensic program control
in the State University System of Florida.

1. In 1971 the Board of Regents established a five-year moratorium on the
addition of new Ph.D. proyrams. 1he moratorium will piabably be extended upon the
completion of the five-ycar period, except in the cases of selected disciplines.
The moratorium made it possible to defer decisions regarding the approval of addi-
tional doctoral programs until a thorough review could be conducted concerning
doctoral level education needs in the stat: as a whole.

2. 1n 1973 formal procedures were initiated for identifying similar discipline
offerings within the State University Sysfem. Universities in Florida and across
the nation often have different titles from one another for similar offerings in
the same discipline. For example, the curriculum called Criminal Justice at one
institution is termed Public Safety and Contemporary Society at another. There are
also organizational differences in the manner in which academic offerings are pre-
sented. For example, Mathematics Education is a degree program at one institution,
whereas at another it is a subspecialty or track of a degree program entitled Cur-
riculum and Instruction. Because of these differences in nomenclature and organi -
zational design, it is difficult to identify and compare offerings in the same dis-
clpline from one university to another in terms of cost effectiveness, enrollments
of majors, degree productivity, job availability for graduates, etc.

Procedures have been developed for equating what are essentially similar
programs of study in order to establish a basis for comparison and control., Uni-
versities are requested to assign to each of their degree programs and subspecial-
ties an appropriate code number selected from the list of code numbers in the HEGIS
discipline nomenclature--a nomenclature and coding system designed by the U.S. 0ffice
of Education for the purpose of surveying similar discipline offerings at colleges
and universities in the nation. Universities were also asked to indicate whether
an offering was a degree program or a subspecialty or track in accordance with
specifications provided by the Chancellor's office outlining what aprropriately
could be considered a degree program and what appropriately should be considered
a subspecialty or track of a degree program. Although each university is permitted
to retain its own discipline titles for programs or tracks, the State University
System office will consider all discipline offerings in the System in terms of the
common HEGIS discipline nomenclature code numbers and the Chancellor's definitions
of programs and tracks. Thus, by applying the same code number to similar disci-
pline offerings at different state universities, regardless of what the offering
is titled or which college or department within the university administers it; and
by applying common definitions for programs and subspecialties or tracks, regard-
less of whether a given curriculum is considered by one university to be a program
and by another to be o subspecialty or track of a bioader based degree program,
the State University System office can conduct compar ison studies with more pre-
cision, identify more easily programs which may be duplicative, and if duplication

is justified, can treat similar discipline offerings more equitably for funding and
other purposes.
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3. A policy was adopted whic! requires all universities to request and receive
authorization from the Bnard of Rvgcnt~ to plan new degree programs , or subspecial -
ties within exTsting authoriced diqice programs, prior to the subminsion nf o
formal proposal.  After planning outhorication has been obtained, univetsitics

may then submit proposai~ tor new Jdeqree programs no sooner than one, two, or three
years for bachelor's, master's, ard doctoral proqgrams, respectively, Exceptions

to this time frame may be granted by the Board of Regents {1 a university can dem-
onstrate the existence ol an urqgency which requires that a specific program be
initiated earlier than could be permitted under the policy quidelines. Special
ferns requiring various Lvros of information must he completed by universitie: re-
gquestina planning authorization. All planning authorization requests must be 1c-
ceived by the Chancellor's oftice no later than February 1 each year. In 19/3,

the Chancellor's office received requests for planning authorization for 52 new
programs. Of this number, 16 were approved for planning, and 1l were recommended
for planning as tracks within existing authorized degree programs. By February 1,
1974, this office received approximately 45 requests from univetities for
authorization to plan new degree programs or subspecialties. Thesc are currently
being reviewed by the Chancellor's statf to determine which planning authoriza-
tion requests will be recommended to the Board of Regents for approval .,

h. Submission to the Board of Regents of a formal proposal for a new degree
program or a new subspecialty or track in an existing degree program after plan-
ning authorization hias bieen obtained must follow the procedures and criteria in-
cluded in the 1909 CNDE docurent. Proposals may be submitted only at specified
times and must include justitications, availability of resources, anticipated stu-
dent demand, manpower needs, anticipated costs, and other pertinent information.
Although proposed programs, subspecialties, or tracks, which had received prior
planning authorization may be denied depending on changes in manpower needs, stu-
dent demand, and anticipated resources which occurred in the interim, it is assumed
that prior authorization to plan, normally would insure tavorable consideration by
the Board of Regents.

5. An annual analysis of degree productivity is conducted for all degree pro-
grams at all levels. Every year the number of degrees awarded in each program for
the previous three years is reviewed. If the numbher of deqrees awarded during the
three-year period under review falls below an established minimum number, then the
program is placed on probation. For example, over any three-year period under re-
view, each doctoral program must confer 6 degrecs, each master's program must confer
9 or 15 degrees, and each bachelor's program must confer 15 or 30 degrees. The
lower figure represents the expected productivity if the program is the highest
level degree program authorized for a university in that discipline. The higher
figure represents the expecied productivity if the program is not the highest level
degree program authorized for a university in that discipline. If the program re-
mains underproductive for three consecutive evaluations, it is then subject to an
In-depth study, the results of which will determine whether the program should be

terminated, absorbed as a tiack in a broader based degree program already author-
ized, or whether the underproductive program can justitiably be continued. |t

) would be impossible to conduct 4 thorough investiqation of every program every
year. The use of degree productivity as a means of identifying programs to be eval-
uated rests on the assumption that with the exception of professinanl programs such
as medicine and law, degrec productivity is the best single index which correlates
meaningfully with enrolliments of majors in the progrim, student demand, job market
for graduates, quality of the program, etc. In 1573, b4 graduate programs were
identified as underproductive, 16 were placed on probhation, and it was recommended
that 22 be absorbed as tracks or subspecialties of existing authorized degree pro-
grams. The 1974 analysis includes a review of baccalaureate as well a4 graduat.
degree productivity. On the basis of the 197h analysis, it is anticipatad that a
total of 113 degree proqrams will he placet on probation.

A 0f thkis number, 9 are
O octoral, 38 are master's, and 66 are baccalaureate degree programs,
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6. Continuing education and off -campus courses and programs have been under
the general supervision and control of the Chancellor s office since 1985, The
State of Florida is dividea into han“QJBE}SBhic reqions ., and each university is
assigned responsibility tor serving the region in which it is located. A univer-
sity may offer within its region, and without prior approval from the Chancellor's
office, any of f-campus credit courses or programs which have been authorized for
on-campus instruction. Upon request, a university may offer credit courses or pro-
grams outside of its assigned region only if the university located in the outside
region does not have the program authorization or the capability to respond to the
request. Requests for universities to offer credit courses or programs outside
of their respective assigned regions must be approved in advance by the Chancellor's
office. There appears to he no need EE—Ehploy personnel for the purpose ot quard-
ing each university's territorial rights. If a university offeis a credit course
or program outside its own region without advance approval from the Chancellor's
office, the university whose territory has been encroached upon usually submits a
complaint very quickly to the University System Vice Chancellor for Academic Af-
fairs.
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Conclusion

The foregoing survey is the first step in the process of further
developing the program review procedures utilized by Lhe lowa Board

of Regents. 1In the weeks ahead a more detailed analysis of the

policies and proccedures will be conducted. This analysis will hope-
fully lead to a series of recommendutions regarding program review.

1f feasible, a modcl process will be developed which will take advantage
of the information gained in this survey and analysis. This eclectic
model will hopefully provide for the comprehensive review of programs
yet provide for a degree of flexibility so as to not unduly inhibit new
and innovative approaches toward learning. Hopefully too, this model
will provide for sufficient input from the various institutionul consti-~
tuents so as to maximize its legitimacy on campus. This =cdel will then
be recommended to the Iowa State Board of Regents for usc in Iowa.

1) leonard E. Goodall. "Emerging Political Issues for State Coordinating
Boards" Journal of Higher Education Vol. XLV, No. 3, March, 1974,
pp. 219-228.

2) Robert O. Berdahl. Statewide Coordination of Higher Education
Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1971, p. 136.

3) Op. cit Berdahl, p. 158

4) Glenny (et. al.) Coordinating Higher Education in the '70's
Berkley, Calif.; Center for Research and Development in Higher
Education, 1971, p. 41,

5) Education Commission of the States. Coordinatiop and Chaos
Denver, Colorado, December, 1973. Report No. 43, p. 51.

6) Ibid., p. 51.

7) 1Ibid., p. 51-52.
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EXHIBIT 3

Form for Barcau Use to Collect Datag

New York Master's Degreec Study

NAME OF INSILIUITON: DATE :

DEG. |CURRIC, STUDENTS ENROLLED FACULTY PROFILE D GRER REQUIRENENLS
iatriculated { Non-matrice Fiall - Firne Part-Time (i.e., no. of credit
F/I P/t {F/1 r/T Joct Flast fdach ] Doct IMiseilach) hrs., residence

reqm., lang.,
T ssay, comp. exam,
time limits, other)

1. Faculty

-

a. Institution's statement of qualifications for graduate Page 2
faculty status

1) Policies governing graduate teaching
2) Backgrounds of faculty as reflected in vitae

b. Educational qualifications of faculty
¢. Faculty experience (years of graduate teaching) Page 3
d. Publications

1)  Quantity
2) Quality -
3) List the more and less active faculties by curricula.

e. Staffing of curricula, 1ncluding balance of specialties Page 4

f. Superior curricula: List curricula judird superior on a
state-wide basis, using educational qualifications of
faculty, faculty experiecnce, qQuentity and quality of pub-
lications, and staffing as the critaria.

g. Faculty Working Conditions, 1ncluding salary scale: al- Page 5
lowances in faculty workloads for thesis durection, ad-
vVisement, and research, sabbatical and other leavesg:

research funds available; and policy on dustribution
of research funds.

7
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‘ Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- 7.’*-
(ew York)

.

Administratio, P

A Adminrrtronive orcattgation tor v osduate pro o e

be  Forraalnon o8 3ueat tenal sl oy R L R L
Formalty Qe of b qecde s At s

o How are instc-ratvenal evalugiuns - U own Pr oL i,
carried oar,

student s Lo

A, Admsswon polioyv, including oot ciutional edon - re
sponcible for 1ts tormal e, ke g g
ot st dert rocorde, e eo 0 e T, RN ‘ v
tolent s Dack no o Groamnnte o o

S B T O A T A N R S A S SO T
the considerabtio, qiven o tiar, 4oy gy« ot o
LOr non=aaty roaa) o cbade it .

C. Jtudent kecaran (oosampling <0 Yo% o g ot eny wit, TS T
500 graduaste stadents and 54 1t LEo v witl pore Yo Hun
graduate studenty) . o

d. Admissions proiile of enterina class, hwy in teror ol ruge
undergraduate record and achievement et o,

€. Overall Quality of Students: below averane, averaqe,
above average, or superior, based on uan+dr ror aduate 1o cord
and tests. ’

f. Grade distributi.n for past 2 yr a1 baae

g. Attrition, including percent who dn not compl. te derrean,
and principal causes assian~d By tee 0 ottt ion,

h. Admissions and cdutational oAl L 1neiud e Ny Tnatocz .
tions of tne success of the 1. -y on . policy or the
quality ot edveat:ion.

i. Academic advisenent of Matricnl ateg aned NOot~- orriculated rage
Sstudents, including policy ind wr sct e,

j. Students' Opinion. S1apled by Cicst oanaire Page

1) Reasons for cheoice of 1nzkitu*ion

2) Student participation 1n policy mak:ing for iratitu-
tion and/or cuirriculum

3) Student assecusinent of adequacy ot advisenent

4) Student assessment of adequacy of iiprary

5) Student evaluation of programs, inclua!ng :trengths
and weaknesses cited

4
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"7o- (New York)

K. scholavshige:, tellow dbap:s, Assictantaships, o Loan
Pundz avartable to Moster 's doaree <tadents an 1wy 7,
sncldding et ot teactona e o stmt ships, ang the
worklboads apc saporvr o oof Lt actning ol e ot s,

4. Library

Adequacy ot the hibrary an terr s of cotlectien, otaff,
facilities, and buduet.,

™
w
.

Farplitics

Adequacy ot clasneonms, studios, [ dboratortes, ote. te.
the carricul.a.

b.  Carrieujunm

a. bkducational aguals and plannsag of rurricnia. At
doctoral 1insttatron:, 13 the Master's Jdearre  cone
Lotation priga 2

b. Extent to whieh research e o significant eloment 1n
Master's curricula.

c. Provision for testing of eusential scholarly tool..

d@. Curriculum policies, including availability of under-
graduate courses for graduate credit, enrollment of
undergraduates 1in graduate courses, djutinction bhe -
tween undergraduate and graduate work, distincetion
between professional and academic graduate curricula,
remediation of deficiencies.

e. Innovative elements in graduite praar ams.

7. Evaluation of Master's Essava ramplea

8. Follow-up Studies of Grauuates, incDading nunbcr act 1vely
employed 1n profession, number ento!lled 1n doctoril Pro -
grams, contribution: made to {1e¢ld:. ot cndeavenr , 10 ava.l -
able.

9. SUMMARY

a. Substandard and superior progr.as, based on educational
qualifications of faculty, dequacy of stalfing, quant.ity
and quality of faculty publicationg, departures from
Commissioncr's Regulation:, and those clcments reviewed
above under "Curriculum".

b. General impressions, 1ncluding clarity of educational
goals; adequacy of curricula: training, experience, and
Productivity of faculty; quality of students, academic
counseling, library, other facilitics: quality of graduates.
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